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Chart 6-15: Firm Contract Size vs. Contract Amounts Qualified to Perform

Chart 6-16: More than three quarters (80.4%) of minority and female respon-
dents reported they could take on up to 75% more work if it were offered.
Almost six percent (5.8%) could take on up to 100% more work, and almost
nine percent (8.9%) reported they could more than double their amount of

work.

Chart 6-16: Capacity for More Work
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the same field, now the previous organization will refuse to
contract with them, even if they have adequate legal/ financial/
insurance coverage.

America needs to be more forth coming about the sins of their
founding fathers. Racism is everywhere you go when you are a
person of color, its seemingly something that individuals
benefiting from the system are not able to see or refuse to see.

Clearly there is a lot of racial barriers here in Charlotte and this
State has a lot of work and policies need to change.

2. Discriminatory attitudes and behaviors

Many minority business owners related instances of overt racism, demeaning
comments and harassment.

| witnessed white male employees call a younger Arab
employee "Camel Jock" as a racist nickname. | went to upper
management to report for the young man who was afraid of
retaliation/losing his job for reporting. Nothing was done about
this situation. | can only imagine what they called me out of
earshot at that company. There are other instances as well.

[l have experienced] just open racism.

| am often stereotype as the far alt position, when invited to the
table.

Some white clients express white supremacist views.

[I encounter barriers] mainly because | am to certified and I'm
Hispanic.

Derogatory comments written on equipment. Nonpayment for
satisfactory work.

Every day of my life, | experience sexual and or racial
harassment and stereotyping.

Do not accept level of experience, not even considered,
overlooked. Stereotyped as a black female.

A foreman overloaded my truck | ask him to stop. He told me
that he knew what he was doing and to get back in the truck.

After our work has been sabotaged. Someone holding our
money is shown work that has been installed incorrectly, like
switches upside down, exposed wires sticking out of the wall,
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panel schedules missing. Things that were completed by my
company but removed or reinstalled by others.

We hear the nigger jokes being told and our patience tested.
Donald Trump hats, tee shirts and stickers worn.

And not referring any other clients or looking for collaborative
opportunities. Which means they're telling people the "level" of
my work capability based on their own opinions.

3. Negative perceptions of competency and professionalism

Minority respondents were often subject to stereotypical assumptions and
attitudes on the basis of race. Many reported their credentials and compe-
tency are routinely questioned.

| have been asked by a hiring manager if | knew how to read
AFTER | completed the application in front of him. | had to
perform a reading test in front of the hiring manager to prove
that | am literate by reading the label of a material we use in the
industry. This was not the first or the last time | have had similar
experiences. | have also been prevented from advancing into
management in a company even though my skill and talent
were above my coworkers, and generated hundreds of
thousands of dollars for the company. Only white males were
appointed to management positions regardless of their
competence/ experience.

Our services are often deemed "as less than" compared to
majority-owned firms.

Customers are wary and come in with preconceived ideas on
what a black business looks like.

Ridiculously intense scrutiny of work and refences relative to
white counterparts.

To be honest many firms look at minority firms especially black
firms as being unqualified especially at the federal level.

Outbid and identified as not qualified.

Race and gender always play an issue [in creating barriers] in
business.

Based on ethnicity...often need to prove experience or
certifications.
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Previous employer described projects as too big for me, then
questioned my quote describing the tasks as simple ones, a
general haggling of prices.

We work with many MWSBE companies and do see a pattern of
discriminatory behavior when it comes to contracting, they are
often limited to small scopes of work or non-critical path
scopes, they are stereotyped, we hear things like we used one
of them, we had (one) bad experience or we can't find them.

Companies wondering if we have the expertise in our
marketplace. Considering that we have just our management
group (4 people) with over 140 years of industry experience. It
always seems silly. 2 of our largest customers are in the top 5 of
[industry] purchasing in the country.

Despite my decades of experience and advanced education, |
have been asked questions that go beyond mere vetting of a
candidate.

Even though | was a terminal manager of a trucking company
for 5 years prior to opening our company and have been in
business 31 years my experience is openly discounted in some
instances.

Good O'l boy network. Although we have the same or more
experience as our larger competitors, technology distributors,
some manufacturers pass over us due to leadership skin color.

I've had a board member of a client assure me that an
upcoming opportunity would be good for my resume. The
opportunity is one I've performed many times before and they
assumed that | was less experienced based on my appearance
only. This may have been a combination of race, gender and/or
age.

On almost every business meeting [my competency is
questioned].

[As an African American owned business, | am] judged by
different standards.

Our services are often deemed "as less than" compared to
majority-owned firms. Access to capital is not as open.

Stereotyping and mental health and competence harassment.
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Every time | try to speak up, they try to silence the voice even
write letters to others that are in the field to shut us down.
[African American business owner].

Rarely given benefit of doubt as to capabilities and ability to
deliver.

| believe I am not taken seriously.

[As an African American business owner, my competency is
questioned] all the time.

Some White customers assume I'm using bad parts or cheap
parts or I’'m doing sub-standard work.

Competencies are questioned when people seeking health
services avoid available care by practitioners of color due to
negative cultural bias.

Quality Jobs are not awarded to companies of color because
they feel that these companies’ work is inferior to other
companies of non-color.

| was told that | need a Caucasian to go to bid meeting because
they don't think people of color don't know how to do that kind
of work.

My competency and honesty are questioned most of the time
when prospective White clients are interviewing me for a job.

Prospective customers doubt my company's abilities to do an
adequate job based on my race.

My competency and the validity of the information | provide is
always challenged one, because | am black, two because | am a
woman.

Many times, but it is not worth going through those painful
experiences [of when my competency was questioned.]

Often not heard or grossly misrepresented content when
speaking of theory, plus practice that is not popular plus/or
unknown.

A job will be accepted by my organization from the therapy
network. However, after | have accepted the job, another non-
black organization will offer their services after | accepted and
received information. The other non-black organizations always
get the job despite the first come first served as it should be.
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Some respondents noted that it can be difficult, if not impossible, to know
whether they had been subjected to discrimination.

| am not sure why, we participated in 3 bids. The companies
were awarded the job but never called us to give us actual
work.

You'll never be able to nail down the barriers and beliefs, but
my level of work/talent doesn't match the behaviors and
perceptions of me as a woman [professional]. I've seen men in
this industry continue to be mediocre and grow. And | can take
responsibility for all of the ways my business acumen
contributes, but that also means my gender bias is a factor to
consider and receive responsibility when it consistently shows
up. I'd love to know how many male [profession] are asked if
they shoot/do porn and how frequently it's asked. When
people make these comments it's hard to believe there aren't
other biases they're bringing to the conversation. And those are
just the morons dumb enough to say something like that out
loud.

My real answer is | don't know. | suspect preference might be
give to someone of an opposite race or gender.

Not sure, if bids unanswered are based on race.

It is very difficult to identify overt discrimination. | am typically
reluctant to suggest its discrimination based on race without
substantial evidence, but looking at the big picture many others
are or seem to be in the same position.

It will seldom be clear if race or gender effects potential buyer
decisions, but it is a valid and lingering suspicion that occurs
from time to time.

It might be subtle, but it is still there.

Not directly/explicitly, but it is evidenced in the difference
between strategies used for negotiation by prospective clients
when they are negotiating with men or women principals of
competing firms.

Not outwardly.

Well, | cannot say it is either, but when you have excellent
credentials and references, the MAN bidding against you gets
the job, you know there is something going on, especially when
their bid was five times more than yours.
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Not being selected to do work for the city based on a 3-year
[industry] contract we have. (The other guy is always given the
work. Look at the numbers). When having to bid through a
prime general contractor our number is sold to another white
electrical contractor whereas he is lower.

They probably do [discriminate on pricing], but | cannot prove it
as of yet.

[Discrimination in pricing] is suspected but cannot be proven.

Some minority respondents noted their experiences with discriminatory
behavior had improved.

| have in the past, but not recently.

It used to be terrible before 2020 but it is getting better now.
Charlotte is doing a great job with educating our community.

4, Gender bias and barriers

Woman respondents reported experiencing sexist attitudes about their com-

petency, skill and professionalism.

As a woman in the business, men tend to disregard my
knowledge and qualifications because of gender.

Due to the job being as part of firearms, there have been times
that males did not accept that my knowledge was equal to that
of a male counterpart.

Men in the industry are often the decision makers and they
typically (not always) have an attitude that women are "dumb"
and don't know the subject.

Being a woman, it is assumed | don’t understand and therefore
cannot perform the work, men tend to dismiss me as
incompetent before they know my abilities.

Trying to manage males, being taken seriously by developers
and others. This is over last several years. Wasn't like this
earlier. As market had tightened.

| have been in the [name] industry for 30+ years, my
competency has been questioned multiple times just due to my
gender and the stereotypical prejudice that a woman couldn't
possibly know how to [perform].
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| have been refused the opportunity to even bid projects
because | am a woman. | have had a state agency request
second opinions of my scientific findings, but not questioned
that of a man’s.

| think sometimes my competency is questioned because I'm a
woman.

When | make a suggestion or recommendation to problem
solve, it's ignored. However, when men (in general) make the
same suggestion, there is a discussion.

Men question my intelligence and yet repeat my ideas in
meetings.

My competency may be questioned based on gender when I'm
pursing construction related work or projects.

| think as a woman | just don't get considered as often for
partnerships on projects. | don't have a "good ol boy" network
to rely on for information.

The industry we are is dominated by men and | think there is a
bias based on that fact.

| worked for an [organization] that was uncomfortable with my
gender as a woman [position] so | staffed the position with
men. | lost a Fortune 500 bid to an equally qualified company of
men despite my bid being lower and having direct work
experience with the CEO, CFO and other C suite execs for 5
years. The person who made the bid decision was doing so
against my gender.

No respect for a woman owned [industry] firm from men.

[As a female, it is] sometimes hard to penetrate the “boys club”
mentality.

Customers and vendors often disregard, overlook, or do not
take me seriously because | am a minority woman.

Many times, over the years, [my competency has been
questioned].

Whenever a small law firm is involved in a civil case, the
opposing firms tend to question the qualifications and
competency of minority owned firm.
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At times, clients want to pay less for jobs because of race or
they question my professional abilities even though | have a
triple A rating with the Better Business Bureau.

Barriers are preconceived bias associated with minority owned
micro businesses lacking knowledge or skill to execute services.

Some women reported encountering sexist behaviors and stereotypical atti-
tudes about their role and authority.

Routinely, | get asked if "the older gentleman” is here. This
happens regardless of the fact that | am wearing a white coat
and have a doctoral degree. When approached with a question,
if there is a man standing next to me, the person asking the
question will inevitably direct their question to him, even
though he is not wearing a white coat and not qualified to
respond. Once | make it clear that | am the professional they
need, they tend to be comfortable working with me.

There's a running joke that | should at home while my husband
is taking care of me.

[As a woman owned business], not being taken seriously.

Being the President & Co-Owner of a construction cost
estimating firm can be difficult as it is very much an "old boys
club".

The question from many is the level of difficulty associated with
being a female and running a successful business.

Working in an environment dominated by men, it is hard to
have your opinions heard as the only woman in the group.

Men wishing to conduct business, have questions answered,
etc. with my male VP instead of myself.

Always questioned about my abilities and if I'm working around
men, they assume they're the owner/operator of my business.

Have been told in the past “a woman would not be credible
doing this project” (consulting).

With the shift in supply v demand of labor, more employees
push limits. Male employees (cooks in my industry) seem to do
S0 more against women managers. I've seen it firsthand.

It's not blatant. It’s being treated as a nag or worse when I'm
managing men or as either cute or too aggressive in business.
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if we have the "manpower"” to complete the project as a WBE
owner.

Customers and vendors often disregard me because | am a
minority woman.

I've had a prime contractor make decisions on my company's
behalf before consulting me. I'm almost certain this would not
have happened if | was a large, male and/or white owned firm. |
had to bring this to the contractor's attention and | am not
certain how this may prevent opportunities in the future, but |
know that most all businesses would prefer to work with firms
that do not present a challenge. Based on feedback from the
prime, | knew they considered my pushback a challenge -
though | didn't initiate the inequitable treatment. | also faced
challenges identifying appropriate rates to charge a prime
contractor. | was able to find a resources after multiple calls and
emails to several players that were awkward and
uncomfortable.

People have questioned my competency based on my gender in
male dominated environments. Many assume that | am unable
to run a business or be assertive in pushing contracts forward.

Outright sexual harassment remains a challenge for some women.

Sexual harassment is so common at a video shoot it's expected.
Even with freelancers | hire | constantly have to remove
someone from rotation. Being a contract worker has opened
the door for even worse behavior because | don't have a
pathway to protection without losing a client/money.

Stereotyping of women. Sexual remarks - men talking about
other women, etc.

Often times when | am seeking networking opportunities men
are more concerned with my physical appearance than doing
business with me.

One woman respondent commented that the role of woman-business owners
has changed over time.

Years ago, it was a different world. Now, women bring home
the money that is a staple in a lot of the marriages.
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5. Access to networks

Many minority and woman business owners felt excluded from formal and
informal networks necessary for building relationships and for success.

| am not aware of opportunities that are available in the
marketplace, and oftentimes not included in networks that are
comprised of mostly white males.

A lot of informal networking at private clubs and things like golf
events exclude women.

It seems opportunities are given to firms that have existed
longer than mine, have better relationships and more
resources.

Contract awards are decided upon before the RFP is open.

In many instances, bids reference desire to utilize minority-
owned company, however, it does not seem as though this is
actually used in decision making process.

Information is not widely shared or received through word of
mouth at the last minute.

As a result of social segregation, | do not have the personal
relationships as do my white competitors. | have also been told
that | would not have a subcontract if | was not an MBE. | also
sense that, despite my track record in business, that there is a
distrust when it comes to awarding my company a large
contract.

The advertising and production industry is still very segregated.
I am not connected with the social networks that matter.

This is the area where for a small business there is a huge
challenge. Even experienced bidders for contracts will tell you
that if you are not on the inside and know about the bid in
advance it is typically a waste of time to invest the time. | have
never won a bid. However, | have worked on bids won by others
that have the apparatus in place.

Those conversations occur offline, behind closed doors and/or
in social situations.

Ability to easily find out about programs. It's like you have to be
a part of a secret society to learn ready and available programs.

Building partnerships getting contracts.
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Not being invited to the contracting table until all the contracts
have been decided by developers. Access to information and
resources is critical. In the event that a business opportunity is
open and accessible to all, | have found that | have had to dig
for information to be prepared for opportunities that other
firms may be 10 steps ahead of me on, simply due to their
relationships and access to key information to prepare them for
an opportunity. There are also firms that are led by older white
men or women who are more respected by way of reputation
and not production that have been mentioned in discussions
with prospective clients.

As a minority business is hard without the network others have.

The connections with non-certified firms are not easy to access
or maintain. The last 18 months politically have not made
genuine connections easy; lack of trust, etc.

| watch very often the upcoming bids/proposals, yet | hear
about contracts in my line of work being awarded that were not
advertised or was | invited to bid/propose.

My perception is that many non-certified firms in my industry
have better access to information. Perhaps this is the ability to
have side-conversations outside of networking events.

It's complex. | do not have personal relationships with those
who have power to support our efforts to get contracts.

No exposure.
| do not believe that | have complete access to these networks.
Don't get any invites.

Some reported that they were not receiving the same information as non-cer-
tified firms.

I'm sure | have some information but | am sure there is more
that should and can be readily available.

The barriers begin at lack of connections with primes that seem
to have the inside info.

Because sometimes you don't even know about the
information!!

The network is small, specialized and somewhat closed.
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Due to prior networks those firms may have [more
information].

It is apparent in teaming opportunities that they have more and
better info than us.

Other firms have an advantage with knowledge, support and
business model.

Some information is available while | know it has to be
information that we don't have access to because of lack of
association.

| have not received many job orders or | notice that my
company is left out on emails.

They are the ones getting the business, so they obviously have
different contacts that get the job done for them than we do.

Access to decision-makers were seen as a challenge.

The incumbents seem to have access to the personnel in the
administration and therefore have a leg up. We would like a
formal meeting with the decision makers in what they are
actually looking for and know if we are falling short on
expectations.

Access to decision-makers [not available], not sure if this is
related to race or gender or not.

Some felt that government agency staff were unavailable to assist with net-
working.

As a small firm, it is more difficult to access knowledgeable staff
at government agencies.

Not for any government opportunities, but | do for non-
government. Whenever I've tried reaching out to a government
agency for business, | either never get a response or get told to
contact someone else and the pattern continues until | give up.

| believe the information is there however no one really
explains or assists with said information.

Some M/WBE firms reported that being small and new put them more at a dis-
advantage.
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As a newer firm and smaller firm there is no way to have
established the relationships necessary to have the same
insights/information.

Larger firms have networks of colleagues and/or employees
that can constantly seek out opportunities through formal and
informal channels.

Our barriers come in from being a small business.

6. Access to contract opportunities

Many minority and woman respondents felt that prime bidders often use
them only to meet race-conscious or gender-conscious procurement goals.

Many times, | am only contacted because a contractor is trying
to meet a good faith effort or MWBE/HUB requirement and
that's why they are contacting me to partner. Otherwise, | am
not contacted to partner with them on projects where the
MWRBE/HUB provisions do not apply.

It is rare for us to receive bid information that does not require
a set-aside. It seems that non-government entities assume we
are either not interested or not capable. More likely they don't
solicit MBE firms when they aren't required to. In my
experience, commercial entities have no desire to use minority
firms unless/until they are forced to and even then, it's usually
for low wage/low contract value work.

Many of the Fortune 1000 companies 99% of the time will use
us just to say they had some minority company quote on their
business, with no intention of using a minority firm. They want
to check the box that states they tried.

7. Financial barriers to opportunities

Many M/WBEs reported discriminatory barriers when trying to obtain financ-
ing and bonding that have reduced their capacity to grow and compete on an
equal basis.

Traditional banks are not helpful to minorities.
Higher bonding rates based on race.

| was denied loans due to my race. Also, once they found out
my race, they wanted to make changes to contracts or terms.
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With [name] bank. They discriminate against race and gender.

My business credit and personal credit are both great, yet |
have been denied loans by [name] and other banks. The reason
is definitely discrimination.

| was offered a loan, but it required ridiculous collateral. | have
great credit. | have seen Caucasian men who earn equal pay to
me (without great credit) receive more money with no
collateral. For these reasons, | turned the loan (which was badly
needed) down.

| have been told that | don't meet the banks/credit union
guidelines for loans although | have excellent credit, strong
finances and a stellar payment history.

Access to capital. MBE firms are usually judged more critically
than other firms and are generally perceived by financial
institutions as being higher risk and less capable or competent.
However worse than this is that government employees
typically do not trust MBE firms or like financial institutions
judge us according to a different standard. Government
employee hostility is persistent and pervasive.

Banking is controlled by white men. White men often times feel
comfortable stealing from African Americans and discriminating
against them in business, especially in banking.

| just never qualify.

| tried to get an unsecured loan. | have good credit and cash in
the bank. They said | didn't qualify though because | didn't pay
myself enough, even though repayment would have been
through the business. | also don't pay myself a lot because | am
reinvesting in growing my business. This would be easier to do if
they had granted me the loan.

Yes, always collateral even when you have shown in your
business plan what you can achieve and have shown with past
experiences and examples.

| have faced many challenges when trying to obtain bonding
and have lost job opportunities due to this.

When seeking financing from companies or legal services some
questions our legitimacy due to being a woman and minority
operated business.
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We have been in business for 16 years. Our company has been
financed by personal credit cards and personal loans from a
family member. We have never been able to borrow enough to
purchase warranted trucks to keep our business in the black.

After two attempts to obtain business loans from Bank of
America, our applications were not approved.

| can never get a business loan always denied.
There always seems to be a reason to say no.
None [bonding] offered despite financial records.
Access to capital is one of the major obstacles.

Banks that | have worked with did not want to provide business
loans despite my business and personal credit being excellent.
They would mainly offer high-interest credit lines and high-
interest personal loans for a relatively small amount that always
would include my house as an asset. Essentially risking my
family home in a volatile economy for a paltry 10k.

In 2017, our company had a serious cash-flow crunch. | went to
my business bank, which processes nearly all of our revenue,
and was denied a line of credit, as well as an increase in my
existing company credit cards, with the same bank.

Without a high business credit and bank connections, | could
not even get a business credit card.

The insurance agent told me because my business imports my
product, you couldn't get insurance but | could just tell he didn't
just like the fact that | was a small business that deals in African
products so | called the same number, got another agent and
was able to get insurance.

8. Barriers to equal contract terms.

Some minority and woman respondents reported being charged higher pricing
for materials based on their race, ethnicity and gender.

Many suppliers are afraid of quoting us unless we have
documentation of it being specifically a minority mandated
piece of business.

Prices are at times higher for me when | am doing business face
to face with other companies.
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Suppliers have different levels of pricing. The more you buy, the
better your discount. Because MBEs are new companies, we
are given no discounts. And our accounts are monitored even
more closely. We are charged service fees, late fees, delivery
fees, etc.

| feel as though | often receive higher quotes based on my
gender. | typically utilize my male friends to get quotes for me.

White-owned businesses tend to get better price breaks, get
preferred projects and given preferential treatment with access
to those clients who hold the large-scale projects.

We do not get the same multipliers [for pricing] as our lighter
skin counter parts. We have been outright discriminated
against due to skin color.

| believe that they give me higher rates because | am a woman.

| have paid higher rates for [materials and services on] some
projects vs. some of my white friends who do the same thing as
| do.

| think sometimes due to who | am as a black female [I am
subject to pricing discrimination.]

Increase in pricing based on race.
Increased pricing because I'm a female.

Subconsciously yes, [l have experienced pricing discrimination
from suppliers].

Some minority and woman respondents reported that they are often under
pressure to reduce their pricing relative to their White male counterparts.

Based on ethnicity [clients] often want lower rate.

Consistent pressuring to lower our prices from particular clients
who do not behave the same way toward traditional, male-
owned firms.

| am not sure that it is being done on purpose, but my price is
significantly lower. However, when making price changes there
has been resistance.

| have experienced contractors offering much less for
fulfillment than they do for others who are not minorities.
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| know of instances where MBEs are offered substantially less
for subcontract work than non-MBE's.

Many contractors do not want to pay my rate of service which
is a competitive industry standard. Distributors have been
reluctant to work with my company without my business
making unusually large purchases. These large purchases
become liabilities if they are not sold, therefore the business
relationship becomes a risk. My white peers in my industry do
not have this same issue. They are often paid their rate of
service and provided distribution opportunities that incur less
risk.

Many of these are unspoken, passive aggressive experiences.
No call back after sending rates. Questioning rates that are
already lower than male counterparts. Male colleagues
referring lesser budget or no budget clients to me (as a "favor"),
despite having the same or more experience than them.

New woman owned IT business and definitely not paid
compatible [sic] based on man-owned companies of similar
nature.

One company that | run my dump trucks with pays male dump
truck owners more than he pays my company which is female
owned.

The rates will be greatly reduced or not considered at all [based
on my race].

There was a time that had happened [when | received lower
rates]. [I knew] because | had a white friend bidding on the
same contract.

Clients think your bill rate should be less because of your race.

We are doing the same work but paid at a much lower rate. We
have fewer complaints; we have more stability, and our work
product is superior than the Prime. However, we are paid less
for doing the same work and the same work classifications.

White contractors are paid more.

Banks that | work with and broker deals through pay me less
commission and red line aggressively against my African
American clients. They also steal clients in many instances.
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Being a minority, most times rates will be less or not considered
at all.

| have found that when my "competition™ increases their rates
and | attempt to do the same, there is significant push back. It
only happens with particular customers.

D. Conclusion

Consistent with other evidence reported in this Study, the business owner inter-
views, and the survey results strongly suggest that minorities and women continue
to suffer widespread discriminatory barriers to full and fair access to contracts and
associated subcontracts in the City of Charlotte’s market area. Many M/WBEs
reported negative perceptions and assumptions about their competency that
reduced their ability to conduct business. Minorities and women still suffer from
stereotyping, hostile environments, overt racism and sexism. M/WBEs had
reduced opportunities to obtain contracts, less access to formal and informal net-
works, and much greater difficulties in securing financial support relative to non-
M/WBEs in their industries. A large number indicated that they were working well
below their capacity.

Anecdotal evidence may “vividly complement” statistical evidence of discrimina-
tion. While not definitive proof that the City needs to continue to implement race-
conscious and gender-conscious remedies for these impediments, the results of
the qualitative data are the types of evidence that, especially when considered in
conjunction with other evidence assembled, are relevant and probative of the
City’s evidentiary basis to consider the use of race-conscious and gender-con-
Scious measures.
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Based upon these results, we make the following recommendations. We recognize
that many of our recommendations, both race-neutral and gender-neutral and race-
conscious and gender-conscious, will require more staff and technical resources to be
devoted to the Program. It will also be important to have refresher training on the Pro-
gram and any new elements for City staff with contracting or procurement responsi-
bilities. Similar information should also be provided to other senior City leadership,
elected officials and the public.

Augment Race-Neutral and Gender-Neutral
Measures

The courts require that governments use race-neutral and gender-neutral
approaches to the maximum feasible extent to address identified discrimination.
This is a critical element of narrowly tailoring the Program, so that the burden on
non-M/WBEs is no more than necessary to achieve the City’s remedial purposes.
Increased participation by M/WBEs through race-neutral measures will also
reduce the need to set M/WBE contract goals. We therefore suggest the following
enhancements of Charlotte’s current efforts, based on the business owner inter-
views and survey responses, input of City staff, and national best practices for con-
tracting affirmative action programs.

1. Develop a Long Term Procurement Forecast

We recommend that the City expand its current procurement forecast to not
only include annual projects, but also project out five years for Capital
Improvement Projects. A comprehensive and transparent site that provides
information on upcoming bid opportunities is one race-neutral and gender-
neutral measure that will assist all firms to access information.

2. Extend the Quick Pay Program

The City currently offers a Quick Pay option as part of the consideration of
Good Faith Efforts (“GFEs”) for a bidder that does not meet the contract goal
at the time of bid submission. The prime vendor commits to paying participat-
ing MWSBES within 20 days after the contractor confirms that the MWSBE has
properly performed the subcontracted work. To the extent permitted by law,
we suggest that this option be extended to firms that meet the goals and
across all industries. The incentive to the prime vendor will need to be a com-
mitment for faster payment by the City to the prime vendor, perhaps within 21
days of submission of the prime’s approved invoice.
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3. Expand Supportive Services Offerings

The City currently offers several programs and events for vendor training.
Many firms reported these were helpful in increasing their capabilities and
overall business skills. However, vendors and City staff requested additional
support in the following areas.

= Both M/WBEs and large non-M/WBEs reported that inadequate estimating
skills for construction contracts were a barrier to the participation of certified
firms. Classes on estimating bids and preparing paperwork would help M/
WBESs to be more competitive, both as subcontractors and prime contractors.

= Experienced minority and woman owners suggested more sophisticated and
advanced offerings for mature M/WBEs. These could include web marketing,
succession planning, legal services and accounting support.

= Many firms, M/WBEs and non-M/WBEs alike, pointed to barriers to accessing
financial capital as limits on the growth and successful of certified firms. The
city should consider implementing loan programs to assist small firms to
obtain needed funding to perform on City contracts. There are many models,
including linked deposit programs and revolving loan funds, that can help to
fulfill these needs.

 M/WBE construction owners requested support specific to their industry. A
robust technical assistance, capital access and bonding support program

should include?:
» Consultative and technical assistance, including one-on-one coaching.
< Contractor assessments.

< Referrals to qualified partner resources, including surety brokers,
insurance brokers, lenders, certified public accountants and construction
attorneys.

e Educational opportunities for contractors (bonding, QuickBooks® and
other systems training, estimating, marketing, etc.).

= Surety partner commitments.

e Pre-claims resolution.

288. One model is the program for the lllinois Tollway ‘s Partnering for Growth Program. https://wwuw.illinoistollway.com/
doing-business/diversity-development/programs-12#P4G.
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Continue to Implement Narrowly Tailored Race-
Conscious and Gender-Conscious Measures

Use the Study to Set the City of Charlotte Overall, Annual
Aspirational HUB Goal

The City’s program has been successful in opening up opportunities for
minority and woman firms on its contracts. As reported in Chapter IV, M/WBEs
in the aggregate have reached parity on City contracts. When we examined
whether firms were concentrated within an industry or between industries on
the basis of race or gender, however, a picture emerged of unequal outcomes
for M/WBEs compared to non-M/WBEs.

Further, as documented in Chapter V, when examining outcomes in the wider
economy, it is clear that M/WBEs do not yet enjoy full and fair access to oppor-
tunities to compete for construction and construction-related services con-
tracts. Data from the Census Bureau’s Survey of Business Owners indicate very
large disparities between M/WBE firms and non-M/WBE firms when examin-
ing the sales of all firms, the sales of employer firms (firms that employ at least
one worker), or the payroll of employer firms. Similarly, data from the Census
Bureau’s American Community Survey (*ACS”) indicate that Blacks, Hispanics
and White women were underutilized relative to White men. Controlling for
other factors relevant to business outcomes, wages and business earnings
were lower for these groups compared to White men. Data from the ACS fur-
ther indicate that non-Whites and White women are less likely to form busi-
nesses compared to similarly situated White men. The results of numerous
small business credit surveys reveal that M/WBEs, especially Black-owned
firms, suffer significant barriers to business financing. There are also race-
based barriers to the development of the human capital necessary for entre-
preneurial success.

Our interviews with individual business owners and the results of our survey
further buttress the conclusion that race and sex discrimination remain per-
sistent barriers to equal contacting opportunities. Many minority and female
owners reported that they still encounter barriers based on their race and/or
gender and that without affirmative intervention to increase opportunities
through contract goals, they will continue to be denied full and fair chances to
compete.

In our judgment, the City’s utilization of M/WBEs is primarily the result of the
operations of its CBI Program, not the remediation of discrimination outside of
contracting affirmative action programs. Without the use of goals, Charlotte
may become a “passive participant” in the market failure of discrimination.
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We therefore recommend that the City continue to use narrowly tailored race-
conscious and gender-conscious measures. These should include using the
weighted availability estimates to set its overall, annual aspirational HUB goal.

2. Use the Study to Set MBE and WBE Contract Goals

In addition to setting overall, annual targets, the City should use the Study’s
detailed unweighted availability estimates as the starting point for contract
specific goals for MBE and WBE participation. As discussed in Chapter Il of this
Report, an agency’s constitutional responsibility is to ensure that goals are nar-
rowly tailored to the specifics of the project. The aspirational goal may be ref-
erenced in a solicitation that does not include contract goals so long as it is
clear that there is no requirement for any specific action by the bidder and the
participation of M/WBEs is not a factor in contract award.

The narrowly tailored contract goal setting methodology involves four steps,
regardless of the industry scopes of work of the project:

* Weight the estimated dollar value of the scopes of the contract by six-
digit North American Industry Classification System (“NAICS”) codes, as
determined during the process of creating the solicitation.

e Determine the unweighted availability of M/WBEs in those scopes, as
estimated in the Disparity Study.

< Calculate a weighted goal based upon the scopes and the availability of at
least three available firms in each scope.

< Adjust the resulting percentage based on current market conditions and
progress towards the annual goal.

The City’s B2Gnow electronic data system has a goal setting module designed
specifically to interface with the data from our disparity studies, that can used
to assist the City to set defensible goals.

Where there is a significant change order issued by the City, the contract goal
should be evaluated to determine the change order’s impact on goal attain-
ment. If an M/WBE’s scope is reduced such that the original contract goal will
not be met, the contractor should be required to make GFEs to add participa-
tion if possible. If an M/WBE’s scope is increased, the M/WBE must be used for
the increased amount if it is able to perform.

Written procedures amending current practices to spell out the steps should
be drafted and disseminated.

This constitutionally mandated approach may result in goals that are higher or
lower than the annual goals, including no goals where there are insufficient

© 2022 Colette Holt & Associates, All Rights Reserved. 245



City of Charlotte Disparity Study 2022

subcontracting opportunities (as is often the case with supply contracts) or an
insufficient number of available firms. The annual goals should not be used for
setting contract goals regardless of the size of the contract, since they are not
narrowly tailored to the specifics of the project.

We further urge the City to simplify the goal setting standards and process.
First, we suggest that all non-exempt contracts over a certain dollar threshold
be reviewed or contract goal setting ($200,000 for construction seems high, as
there might well be opportunities for subcontracting on projects of this size).
Second, f the CBI staff determines that no goal should be set, that is not a
“waiver” of anything; rather, it is the judgment that this contract is not appro-
priate for goal setting.

We recommend that SBE firms that are not also certified as MBEs or WBEs not
be counted for credit towards meeting the MBE or WBE contract goals. The
purpose of the Program and the use of narrowly tailored contract goals is to
remedy identified discrimination on the basis of race or gender. Minority-
owned or woman-owned firms that are only SBE certified should be encour-
aged to apply for certification through the State of North Carolina’s HUB pro-
gram.

For alternative delivery methods such as design-build contracts, the City
should follow the guidance from the U.S. Department of Transportation on
how best to incorporate M/WBE program elements into these phased con-

tracts.28°

We further urge the City to bid some contracts without goals that it deter-
mines have significant opportunities for MBE or WBE participation. These con-
trol contracts canilluminate whether certified firms are used or even solicited in
the absence of goals. The development of some “unremediated markets” data,
as held by the courts, will be probative of whether the Program remains
needed to ensure the playing field remains level for minorities and women.

Clarify and Update CBI Program Administration Policies and
Procedures

While the current Program has produced admirable results, there are some
revisions that can strengthen the City’s efforts. In general, we urge the City to
model its provisions after the regulations for the Disadvantaged Business

Enterprise (“DBE”) program for US Department of Transportation.?? These

289.

290.

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/civilrights/programs/dbe_acm_handbook_20180820.pdf; see also 49.C.F.R. § 26.53(e) (“In a
“design-build” or “turnkey” contracting situation, in which the recipient lets a master contract to a contractor, who in
turn lets subsequent subcontracts for the work of the project, a recipient may establish a goal for the project. The mas-
ter contractor then establishes contract goals, as appropriate, for the subcontracts it lets.”).

49 C.F.R. Part 26.
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regulations have become the “gold standard” and best practices for contract-
ing affirmative action programs and have been upheld by every federal court
that has considered a challenge. They have been amended several times since
their adoption in 1999 and represent the best national thinking on legally
defensible and administratively successful program implementation. Further,
as discussed in Chapter Il of this Report, courts have looked to the DBE regula-
tions in evaluating whether a local agency’s program is constitutional.

« Expand the pool of firms eligible for certification and to be counted
towards contract goals to include firms located anywhere in the state of
North Carolina and York County, South Carolina. This will align the
eligibility standards with the City’s market area, as found by the Study’s
analysis. The City might add that firms with a “significant local business
presence” in the Charlotte market, perhaps documented by the receipt of
at least three contracts within the last three years, also be eligible to
apply for City certification.

* Permit a firm owned by minority females to be certified as both an MBE
and a WBE. Such a firm could be counted towards either goal by the
prime bidder but could not be double counted or have its dollars split
between the two goals on a particular contract. This will expand
opportunities for MWBESs while providing flexibility for bidders. This will
require a change in state law.

< Recognize firms for M/WBE status using NAICS codes (developed by the
Census Bureau), not National Institute of Government Purchasing
(“NIGP”) codes. NIGP codes are extremely granular, which makes the
process of conducting outreach to meet goals very burdensome to prime
bidders. NAICS codes will allow prime vendors to more easily search for
firms and reduce the certification burden on both applicants and the City.
Switching to NAICS codes will also align the City’s processes and lists with
the data in this Report.

e Count the self-performance of certified prime vendor MBEs and WBEs
towards the contract goal for which they qualify. While the City’s
documents describe the contract goals as “subcontracting goals”, in
practice the goals properly apply to the entire amount of the contract
value, not just to those dollars expected to be spent with subcontractors.
Prohibiting prime M/WBEs from counting their own participation
forecloses the only race-conscious remedy an agency can provide to
prime contractors to reduce the race-based and gender-based barriers to
their obtaining work. There is little doubt that it is even more difficult for
M/WBEs to move into the prime role than to obtain subcontracts (as
amply documented in this Report and other disparity studies). Therefore,
forcing M/WBEs that can perform as prime vendors to subcontract what
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they would otherwise self-perform not only leaves them at the mercy of
the marketplace that is infected with discrimination and with no benefit
from participating in the program, but also would increase their costs of
performing City work.

There is also the benefit of relieving CBI staff of the burden of reviewing
“pre-clearance” requests while removing the uncertainty that an approval
process introduces into the submission process.

Further, if only subcontracting dollars can count towards the contract
goal, then only subcontracting dollars can be included for purposes of
setting narrowly tailored contract goals. This means that whatever
portion of the work a prime vendor self-performs must be deducted from
the overall contract value before setting the contract goal. For example,
on a $1M contract with a 30% self-performance requirement and a 20%
goal, this would mean that the 20% applies to only 70% of the dollars,
leading to a goal of 14% rather than 20%.

Finally, the DBE program regulations, which have been repeatedly upheld
by the federal courts, clearly permit self-performance to be counted

towards contract goals?®?, and this is by far the most common approach
across the country. Charlotte should follow suit.

* Only count work to be performed in those industry codes in which the
MBE or WBE is certified. This simple approach has at least three benefits:
1. It helps to ensure integrity in the implementation of the program by
foreclosing “front” companies and pass throughs at bid time. 2. It
supports the evaluation of firms’ CUFs during performance at bid time
and during contract performance. 3. It creates clear standards that all
parties must follow by removing the subjective element of consideration
of what work a firm “might” become certified to perform.

= Revise the standards for evaluating a bidder’s GFEs to meet contract
goals. Use the DBE program regulations as the guide to comprehensive
GFE reviews.

< Require a bidder to conduct GFEs even if it desires to perform the
entire work of the contract with its own forces. The desire to self-
perform, standing alone, should not relieve the bidder of the
responsibility of trying to include M/WBEs where there are

appropriate scopes of work and sufficient availability.2?

291. 49C.F.R. §26.55(a)(“Count the entire amount of that portion of a construction contract ... that is performed by the
DBE's own forces.... Count the entire amount of fees or commissions charged by a DBE firm for providing a bona fide ser-

vice, such as professional, technical, consultant, or managerial services”).
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« Use a holistic approach to evaluating GFEs submissions. A rigid point
system may not meet the strict scrutiny test for flexibility and may
encourage bidders to do the bare minimum needed to get the
minimum number of points, even when additional participation could

have been achieved with additional efforts.293

< Do not permit bidders to negotiate their GFEs after submission or add
more participation to meet the contract goals. To do so is unfair to
firms that met the goals or made GFEs, and it weakens Program
enforcement by signaling to bidders that this element of
responsiveness is not actually critical to the determination that they
can move forward in the bidding process.

« Adopt flexible remedies for Program violations. The current structure of
specified fines for particular violations may be overly rigid under the strict
scrutiny standard. We suggest that infractions or contract breaches be
considered on a case-by-case basis to ensure that the civil penalty is not
overly burdensome under the Croson standard.

4. Adopt a Mentor-Protégé Program

There was broad support among M/WBEs, large prime vendors and City staff
for a mentor-protégé program to increase M/WBESs’ capabilities and foster
relationships. While many mentor-protégé programs across the country focus
on construction (perhaps in part because of the longer history of programs in
this sector), technology sectors and professional services should also be
included.

We suggest modeling a new initiative after the successful programs approved
by the U.S. Department of Transportation. These programs provide support for
M/WBEs while incentivizing the mentor to provide the types of assistance tar-

geted to the protégé to produce identified and achievable goals.294 Program
elements must be clearly spelled out so as not to impinge on the indepen-
dence of the certified firm or raise concerns about whether it is performing a
commercially useful function.

A program should include:

< A description of the qualifications of the mentor, including the firm’s
number of years of experience as a contractor or consultant; the

292. 49 C.F.R. Appendix A, 8 IV. D.(2) (“the ability or desire of a prime contractor to perform the work of a contract with its
own organization does not relieve the bidder of the responsibility to make good faith efforts”).

293. 49 C.F.R.§26.53 and Appendix A, Guidance Concerning Good Faith Efforts (“Determinations should not be made using
quantitative formulas.”).

294. See 49 C.F.R. Part 26, Appendix D, “Mentor-Protégé Guidelines”.
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agreement to devote a specified number of hours per month to working
with the protégé; and the qualifications of the lead individual responsible
for implementing the development plan.

A description of the qualifications of the protégé, including the firm’s
number of years of experience as a contractor or consultant; the
agreement to devote a specified number of hours per month to working
with the mentor; and the qualifications of the M/WBE owner(s).

A written City-approved development plan, which clearly sets forth the
objectives of the parties and their respective roles, the duration of the
arrangement, a schedule for meetings and development of action plans,
and the services and resources to be provided by the mentor to the
protégé. The assistance provided by the mentor must be detailed and
directly relevant to City work. The development targets should be
quantifiable and verifiable—such as increased bonding capacity, increased
sales, increased areas of work specialty or prequalification-and reflect
objectives that increase the protégé’s capacities and expand its business
areas and expertise.

A long term and specific commitment between the parties, e.g., 12 to 36
months.

A provision for the use of any equipment or equipment rental.

Extra credit for the mentor’s use of the protégé to meet a contract goal
(e.g., 1.25% for each dollar spent), with a limit on the total percentage
that could be credited on a specific contract and on total credits available
under the Plan.

Any financial assistance by the mentor to the protégé must be subject to
prior written approval by the City and must not permit the mentor to
assume control of the protégé or otherwise impinge on the protégé’s
continued program eligibility.

A fee schedule to cover the direct and indirect cost for services provided
by the mentor for specific training and assistance to the protégé.

A provision that the Plan may be terminated by mutual consent or by the
City if the protégé no longer meets the eligibility standards for M/WBE
certification; either party desires to be removed from the relationship;
either party has failed or is unable to meet its obligations under the plan;
the protégé is not progressing or is not likely to progress in accordance
with the plan; the protégé has reached a satisfactory level of self-
sufficiency to compete without the plan; or the plan or its provisions are
contrary to legal requirements.
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= Submission of quarterly reports by the parties indicating their progress
toward each of the Plan's goals.

= Regular review by the City of the parties’ compliance with the Plan and
progress towards meeting its objectives. Failure to adhere to the terms of
the Plan or to make satisfactory progress would be grounds for
termination from the Program.

We recognize that this level of direction and oversight will require resources.
Close monitoring of the program will also be critical.

C. Develop Performance Measures for CBI Program
Success

The City should develop quantitative and qualitative performance measures for
M/WBEs and the overall success of the Program to evaluate its effectiveness in
reducing the systemic barriers identified in this Report. In addition to meeting the
overall, annual goals, possible benchmarks might be:

e The number of bids or proposals, the industry and the dollar amount of the
awards and the goal shortfall, where the bidder was unable to meet the goal
and submitted GFEs to do so.

« The number, dollar amount and the industry code of bids or proposals
rejected as non-responsive for failure to make GFEs to meet the goal.

e The number, industry and dollar amount of MBE and WBE substitutions
during contract performance.

« Increased bidding by certified firms as prime vendors.
< Increased prime contract awards to certified firms.

< Increased M/WBE bonding limits, size of jobs, profitability, complexity of
work, etc.

= Increased variety in the industries in which minority- and woman-owned
firms are awarded prime contracts and subcontracts.

In addition, departments could receive an annual or even quarterly “scorecard on
their progress towards meeting the overall, annual aspirational City goal. Such a
scorecard would have to take account of the fact that different departments pro-
cure different goods and services so that the result is tailored to the specifics of
each department’s contracting activities.

Development and tracking of new metrics may require additional software.
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D. Continue to Conduct Regular CBI Program Reviews

The City adopted a sunset date for the current Program, and we suggest this
approach be continued. Data should be reviewed approximately every five to six
years, to evaluate whether race- and gender-based barriers have been reduced
such that affirmative efforts are no longer needed. If such measures are necessary,
then the City must ensure that they remain narrowly tailored.
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APPENDIX A:
FURTHER EXPLANATION OF THE
MULTIPLE REGRESSION
ANALYSIS

As explained in the report, multiple regression statistical techniques seek to
explore the relationship between a set of independent variables and a depen-
dent variable. The following equation is a way to visualize this relationship:

DV ={(D, |, 0)

where DV is the dependent variable; D is a set of demographic variables; | is a
set of industry & occupation variables; and O is a set of other independent
variables.

The estimation process takes this equation and transforms it into:
Dv=C+(B1*D)+(B2*1)+(B3*0) +u

where C is the constant term; 31, 32 and (33 are coefficients, and p is the ran-
dom error term.

The statistical technique seeks to estimate the values of the constant term and
the coefficients.

In order to complete the estimation, the set of independent variables must be
operationalized. For demographic variables, the estimation used race, gender

and age. For industry and occupation variables, the relevant industry and occu-
pation were utilized. For the other variables, age and education were used.

A coefficient was estimated for each independent variable. The broad idea is
that a person’s wage or earnings is dependent upon the person’s race, gender,
age, industry, occupation, and education. Since this report examined the City
of Austin, the analysis was limited to data from the City of Charlotte, the analy-
sis was limited to data from the State of North Carolina and York County in
South Carolina. The coefficient for the new variable showed the impact of
being a member of that race or gender in the metropolitan area.
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APPENDIX B:
FURTHER EXPLANATION OF THE
PROBIT REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Probit regression is a special type of regression analysis. Probit regression anal-
ysis is used to explore the determinants of business formation because the
question of business formation is a “yes’ or “no” question: the individual does
or does not form a business. Hence, the dependent variable (business forma-
tion) is a dichotomous one with a value of “one” or “zero”. This differs from
the question of the impact of race and gender of wages, for instance, because
wage is a continuous variable and can have any non- negative value. Since
business formation is a “yes/no” issue, the fundamental issue is: how do the
dependent variables (race, gender, etc.) impact the probability that a particu-
lar group forms a business? Does the race or gender of a person raise or lower
the probability he or she will form a business and by what degree does this
probability change? The standard regression model does not examine proba-
bilities; it examines if the level of a variable (e.g., the wage) rises or fall because
of race or gender and the magnitude of this change.

The basic probit regression model looks identical to the basic standard regres-
sion model:

DV ={(D, |, 0)

where DV is the dependent variable; D is a set of demographic variables; | is a
set of industry and occupation variables; and O is a set of other independent
variables.

The estimation process takes this equation and transforms it into:
DV=C+(B1*D) +(B2*1)+(B3*0) +p

where C is the constant term; 1, 2, and [33 are coefficients, and y is the ran-
dom error term.

As discussed above, the dependent variable in the standard regression model
is continuous and can take on many values while in the probit model, the
dependent variable is dichotomous and can take on only two values: zero or
one. The two models also differ in the interpretation of the independent vari-
ables’ coefficients, in the standard model, the interpretation is fairly straight-
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forward: the unit change in the independent variable impacts the dependent

variable by the amount of the coefficient.2®® However, in the probit model,
because the model is examining changes in probabilities, the initial coefficients
cannot be interpreted this way. One additional computation step of the initial
coefficient must be undertaken in order to yield a result that indicates how the
change in the independent variable affects the probability of an event (e.g.,
business formation) occurring. For instance, with the question of the impact of
gender on business formation, if the independent variable was WOMAN (with
a value of 0 if the individual was male and 1 if the individual was female) and
the additional computation chance of the coefficient of WOMAN yielded a
value of -0.12, we would interpret this to mean that women have a 12 percent
lower probability of forming a business compared to men.

295. The exact interpretation depends upon the functional form of the model.
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APPENDIX C:
SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS

Many tables in this Report contain asterisks indicating that a number has sta-
tistical significance at 0.001, 0.01, or 0.05 levels (sometimes, this is presented
as 99.9 percent; 99 percent and 95 percent, respectively) and the body of the
report repeats these descriptions. While the use of the term seems important,
it is not self-evident what the term means. This Appendix provides a general
explanation of significance levels.

This Report seeks to address the question of whether or not non-Whites and
White women received disparate treatment in the economy relative to White
males. From a statistical viewpoint, this primary question has two sub-ques-
tions:

= What is the relationship between the independent variable and the
dependent variable?

= What is the probability that the relationship between the independent
variable and the dependent variable is equal to zero?

For example, an important question facing the City of Charlotte as it explores
whether each racial and ethnic group and White women continue to experi-
ence discrimination in its markets is do non-Whites and White women receive
lower wages than White men? As discussed in Appendix A, one way to uncover
the relationship between the dependent variable (e.g., wages) and the inde-
pendent variable (e.g., non-Whites) is through multiple regression analysis. An
example helps to explain this concept.

Let us say, for example, that this analysis determines that non-Whites receive
wages that are 35 percent less than White men after controlling for other fac-
tors, such as education and industry, which might account for the differences
in wages. However, this finding is only an estimate of the relationship between
the independent variable (e.g., non-Whites) and the dependent variable (e.g.,
wages) — the first sub-question. It is still important to determine how accurate
the estimation is. In other words, what is the probability that the estimated
relationship is equal to zero — the second sub-question.

To resolve the second sub-question, statistical hypothesis tests are utilized.
Hypothesis testing assumes that there is no relationship between belonging to
a particular demographic group and the level of economic utilization relative
to White men (e.g., non-Whites earn identical wages compared to White men
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or non-Whites earn 0 percent less than White men). This sometimes is called
the null hypothesis. We then calculate a confidence interval to find the proba-
bility that the observed relationship (e.g., -35 percent) is between 0 and minus

that confidence interval.2% The confidence interval will vary depending upon
the level of confidence (statistical significance) we wish to have in our conclu-
sion. When a number is statistically significant at the 0.001 level, this indicates
that we can be 99.9 percent certain that the number in question (in this exam-
ple, -35 percent) lies outside of the confidence interval. When a number is sta-
tistically significant at the 0.01 level, this indicates that we can be 99.0 percent
certain that the number in question lies outside of the confidence interval.
When a number is statistically significant at the 0.05 level, this indicates that
we can be 95.0 percent certain that the number in question lies outside of the
confidence interval.

296.

Because 0 can only be greater than -35 percent, we only speak of “minus the confidence level”. This is a one-tailed
hypothesis test. If, in another example, the observed relationship could be above or below the hypothesized value, then
we would say “plus or minus the confidence level” and this would be a two-tailed test.
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APPENDIX D:
UNWEIGHTED AND WEIGHTED
AVAILABILITY

Central to the analysis, under strict constitutional scrutiny, of an agency’s con-
tracting activity is understanding what firms could have received contracts.
Availability has two components: unweighted availability and weighted avail-
ability. Below we define these two terms; why we make the distinction; and
how to convert unweighted availability into weighted availability.

Defining Unweighted and Weighted Availability

Unweighted availability measures a group’s share of all firms that could
receive a contract or subcontract. If 100 firms could receive a contract and 15
of these firms are minority-owned, then MBE unweighted availability is 15 per-
cent (15/100). Weighted availability converts the unweighted availability
through the use of a weighting factor: the share of total agency spending in a
particular NAICS code. If total agency spending is $1,000,000 and NAICS Code
AAAAAA captures $100,000 of the total spending, then the weighting factor
for NAICS code AAAAAA is 10 percent ($100,000/$1,000,000).

Why Weight the Unweighted Availability

It is important to understand why weighted availability should be calculated. A
disparity study examines the overall contracting activity of an agency by look-
ing at the firms that received contracts and the firms that could have received
contracts. A proper analysis does not allow activity in a NAICS code that is not
important an agency’s overall spending behavior to have a disproportionate
impact on the analysis. In other words, the availability of a certain group in a
specific NAICS code in which the agency spends few of its dollars should have
less importance to the analysis than the availability of a certain group in
another NAICS code where the agency spends a large share of its dollars.

To account for these differences, the availability in each NAICS code is
weighted by the agency’s spending in the code. The calculation of the
weighted availability compares the firms that received contracts (utilization)
and the firms that could receive contracts (availability). Utilization is a group’s
share of total spending by an agency; this metric is measure in dollars, i.e.,
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MBEs received 8 percent of all dollars spent by the agency. Since utilization is
measured in dollars, availability must be measures in dollars to permit an
“apples-to-apples” comparison.

How to Calculate the Weighted Availability

Three steps are involved in converting unweighted availability into weighted
availability:

« Determine the unweighted availability
e Determine the weights for each NAICS code

< Apply the weights to the unweighted availability to calculate weighted
availability

The following is a hypothetical calculation.

Table A contains data on unweighted availability measured by the number of
firms:

Table A
NAICS Black Hispanic Asian A:aet:i‘é(;n V‘\“(’)I:\:t:n M/I;JA(I)?ISBE Total
AAAAAA 10 20 20 5 15 400 470
BBBBBB 20 15 15 4 16 410 480
CCcccee 10 10 18 3 17 420 478
TOTAL 40 45 53 12 48 1230 1428

Unweighted availability measured as the share of firms requires us to divide
the number of firms in each group by the total number of firms (the last col-
umn in Table A). For example, the Black share of total firms in NAICS code
AAAAAA is 2.1 percent (10/470). Table B presents the unweighted availability
measure as a group’s share of all firms.

Table B
. . . Native White Non-
Black Hispanic Asian American Women  M/W/DBE Total
AAAAAA 2.1% 4.3% 4.3% 1.1% 3.2% 85.1% 100.0%
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. . . Native White Non-
Black Hispanic Asian American Women  M/W/DBE Total
BBBBBB 4.2% 3.1% 3.1% 0.8% 3.3% 85.4% 100.0%
CCCccce 2.1% 2.1% 3.8% 0.6% 3.6% 87.9% 100.0%

3.4% 86.1% 100.0%

Table C presents data on the agency’s spending in each NAICS code:

Table C
NAICS Total Dollars Share
AAAAAA $1,000.00 22.2%
BBBBBB $1,500.00 33.3%
CCCcCC $2,000.00 44.4%
TOTAL $4,500.00 100.0%

Each NAICS code’s share of total agency spending (the last column in Table C)
is the weight from each NAICS code that will be used in calculating the
weighted availability. To calculate the overall weighted availability for each
group, we first derive the every NAICS code component of a group’s overall
weighted availability. This is done by multiplying the NAICS code weight by the
particular group’s unweighted availability in that NAICS code. For instance, to
determine NAICS code AAAAAA’s component of the overall Black weighted
availability, we would multiply 22.2 percent (the NAICS code weight) by 2.1
percent (the Black unweighted availability in NAICS code AAAAAA). The result-
ing number is 0.005 and this number is found in Table D under the cell which
presents NAICS code AAAAAA’s share of the Black weighted availability. The
procedure is repeated for each group in each NAICS code. The calculation is
completed by adding up each NAICS component for a particular group to cal-
culate that group’s overall weighted availability. Table D presents this informa-
tion:
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Table D
Hispanic ANati_ve White Non-M/W/
merican Women DBE
AAAAAA 0.005 0.009 0.009 0.002 0.007 0.189
BBBBBB 0.014 0.010 0.010 0.003 0.011 0.285
CCccce 0.009 0.009 0.017 0.003 0.016 0.391

To determine the overall weighted availability, the last row of Table D is con-

verted into a percentage (e.g., for the Black weighted availability: 0.028 * 100
= 2.8 percent). Table E presents these results.

Table E

Hispanic Asian AELRD) LTSS

American Women T2 el

2.8% 2.9% 3.7% 0.8% 3.4% 86.4% 100.0%
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APPENDIX E:
UTILIZATION, AVAILABILITY, AND
DISPARITY RATIO ANALYSIS BY
INDUSTRY

Upon request from the City, CHA disaggregated the utilization, availability and
disparity analysis into four broad industry grouping:

< Construction
= Professional Services
= Services
e Goods
For each of these industries, we present the following tables:
< Distribution of Contract Dollars by Race and Gender (total dollars)

< Distribution of Contract Dollars by Race and Gender (share of total
dollars)

e Unweighted M/WBE Availability for the City Contracts

< Distribution of the City Spending by NAICS Code (the Weights)
* Aggregated Weighted Availability for the City Contracts

< Disparity Ratios by Demographic Group
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1. Construction

Table E-1: Construction - Distribution of Contract Dollars by Race and Gender (total dollars)

Native

¢20C AP MHECSIQ SHOMEUS §0 A4

Black Hispanic American M/WBE Non-M/WBE
236115 $50,255 $0 $0 $0 $50,255 $0 $50,255 $0 $50,255
236210 | $2,253,877 $0 $0 $0 | $2,253,877 | $6,012,960 $8,266,837 | $35,427,075 | $43,693,912
236220 $674,064 $0 $0 $0 $674,064 $169,120 $843,184 | $41,088,585 | $41,931,769
237110 $44,960 $484,555 $0 | $5,844,659 | $6,374,174 | $19,528,212 | $25,902,386 | $159,743,627 | $185,646,013
237120 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $912,911 $912,911 $181,342 $1,094,253
237130 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,649 $5,649
237310 $937,863 | $3,142,520 | $1,044,918 $0 | $5,125,301 | $16,114,033 | $21,239,334 | $228,406,272 | $249,645,606
237990 $0 $0 | $15,269,613 $572,379 | $15,841,992 $14,212 | $15,856,204 | $48,639,783 | $64,495,987
238110 $292,494 $0 $0 $0 $292,494 $516,547 $809,041 | $22,807,987 | $23,617,028
238120 $0 | $2,893,539 $0 $0 | $2,893,539 $0 $2,893,539 $2,916,883 $5,810,422
238130 $0 $194,314 $0 $0 $194,314 $0 $194,314 $500 $194,814
238140 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $872,418 $872,418 $691,284 $1,563,702
238150 $217,976 $0 $0 $576,107 $794,082 $222,759 $1,016,841 $61,700 $1,078,541
238160 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,049,952 $1,049,952
238170 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,312 $8,312
238190 $0 $36,499 $0 $0 $36,499 $0 $36,499 $1,547,411 $1,583,910
238210 | $2,809,497 | $2,122,524 $0 $0 | $4,932,021 | $3,725,657 $8,657,678 | $26,282,084 | $34,939,763
238220 $322,744 $0 $0 $95,910 $418,654 | $1,096,480 $1,515,134 | $12,971,488 | $14,486,622
238290 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,922,984 $9,922,984
238310 $223,476 $0 $0 $0 $223,476 $0 $223,476 $187,312 $410,787
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Native

NAICS Black Hispanic American M/WBE Non-M/WBE

238320 $47,665 $298,278 $0 $0 $345,943 $70,250 $416,193 $538,610 $954,803
238330 $80,457 $0 $0 $0 $80,457 $243,715 $324,172 $550,000 $874,172
238340 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $225,000 $225,000
238350 $4,739 $0 $0 $19,218 $23,957 $158,733 $182,690 $11,960 $194,651
238390 $0 $256,624 $0 $0 $256,624 $170,933 $427,557 $1,693,839 $2,121,397
238910 $512,628 $2,400 $0 | $3,475,166 | $3,990,195 | $1,485,192 $5,475,387 | $37,723,446 | $43,198,833
238990 $105,473 $7,535 $0 $447,842 $560,850 | $1,934,359 $2,495,209 $6,229,395 $8,724,604
423720 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $1,688,480 $1,688,480 $245,015 $1,933,496
423810 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $160,000 $160,000
423830 $0 $0 $695,173 $0 $695,173 $102 $695,275 $3,280,658 $3,975,933
444190 $0 $120,000 $0 $0 $120,000 | $2,066,707 $2,186,707 $20,877 $2,207,584
484110 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $301,485 $301,485 $0 $301,485
484220 | $11,357,110 | $1,138,097 $42,676 $901,934 | $13,439,816 | $3,301,993 | $16,741,809 $1,594,592 | $18,336,401
532412 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $492,909 $492,909

Total

$19,935,278

$10,696,886

$17,052,380

$11,933,214

$59,617,758

$60,607,261

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

$120,225,019

Table E-2: Construction - Distribution of Contract Dollars by Race and Gender

(share of total dollars)

$644,706,533

NAICS Black  Hispanic  Asian Ar'\:‘aet:i‘gn MBE

236115 | 100.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% 00% | 100.0% | 0.0% | 100.0% | 0.0% | 100.0%
236210 5.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.2% 13.8% 18.9% 81.1% 100.0%
236220 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 0.4% 2.0% 98.0% 100.0%

$764,931,552
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Black Hispanic  Asian Ar|\|l1aetrii‘t’: Zn
237110 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 3.1% 3.4% 10.5% 14.0% 86.0% 100.0%
237120 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 83.4% 83.4% 16.6% 100.0%
237130 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
237310 0.4% 1.3% 0.4% 0.0% 2.1% 6.5% 8.5% 91.5% 100.0%
237990 0.0% 0.0% 23.7% 0.9% 24.6% 0.0% 24.6% 75.4% 100.0%
238110 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 2.2% 3.4% 96.6% 100.0%
238120 0.0% 49.8% 0.0% 0.0% 49.8% 0.0% 49.8% 50.2% 100.0%
238130 0.0% 99.7% 0.0% 0.0% 99.7% 0.0% 99.7% 0.3% 100.0%
238140 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 55.8% 55.8% 44.2% 100.0%
238150 20.2% 0.0% 0.0% 53.4% 73.6% 20.7% 94.3% 5.7% 100.0%
238160 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
238170 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
238190 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 2.3% 97.7% 100.0%
238210 8.0% 6.1% 0.0% 0.0% 14.1% 10.7% 24.8% 75.2% 100.0%
238220 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 2.9% 7.6% 10.5% 89.5% 100.0%
238290 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
238310 54.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 54.4% 0.0% 54.4% 45.6% 100.0%
238320 5.0% 31.2% 0.0% 0.0% 36.2% 7.4% 43.6% 56.4% 100.0%
238330 9.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 27.9% 37.1% 62.9% 100.0%
238340 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
238350 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 9.9% 12.3% 81.5% 93.9% 6.1% 100.0%
238390 0.0% 12.1% 0.0% 0.0% 12.1% 8.1% 20.2% 79.8% 100.0%
238910 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 9.2% 3.4% 12.7% 87.3% 100.0%
238990 1.2% 0.1% 0.0% 5.1% 6.4% 22.2% 28.6% 71.4% 100.0%
423720 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 87.3% 87.3% 12.7% 100.0%
423810 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423830 0.0% 0.0% 17.5% 0.0% 17.5% 0.0% 17.5% 82.5% 100.0%
444190 0.0% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 5.4% 93.6% 99.1% 0.9% 100.0%
484110 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
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Native

Black Hispanic  Asian American MBE
484220 61.9% 6.2% 0.2% 4.9% 73.3% 18.0% 91.3% 8.7% 100.0%
532412 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

2.6% 1.4% 1.6% 7.8% 7.9% 15.7% 84.3% 100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

Table E-3: Construction - Unweighted M/WBE Availability for the City Contracts

Native

Black Hispanic  Asian American MBE
236115 0.8% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 1.3% 1.7% 3.0% 97.0% 100.0%
236210 4.8% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 6.2% 10.6% 16.8% 83.2% 100.0%
236220 6.9% 1.5% 0.7% 1.6% 10.7% 7.2% 18.0% 82.0% 100.0%
237110 3.1% 1.2% 0.3% 1.2% 5.7% 8.9% 14.6% 85.4% 100.0%
237120 12.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 16.2% 5.1% 21.4% 78.6% 100.0%
237130 0.7% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 4.1% 6.8% 10.8% 89.2% 100.0%
237310 5.1% 1.5% 0.3% 0.8% 7.7% 9.5% 17.2% 82.8% 100.0%
237990 1.7% 1.2% 0.9% 1.4% 5.2% 9.5% 14.7% 85.3% 100.0%
238110 2.2% 2.4% 0.2% 0.2% 4.9% 3.1% 8.1% 91.9% 100.0%
238120 2.0% 9.3% 0.7% 2.0% 13.9% 10.6% 24.5% 75.5% 100.0%
238130 0.4% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.9% 2.2% 3.1% 96.9% 100.0%
238140 2.8% 1.3% 0.2% 0.3% 4.6% 2.5% 7.1% 92.9% 100.0%
238150 1.0% 1.0% 0.0% 1.7% 3.8% 8.4% 12.2% 87.8% 100.0%
238160 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 1.3% 2.9% 4.2% 95.8% 100.0%
238170 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.5% 3.8% 4.3% 95.7% 100.0%
238190 7.2% 5.4% 0.9% 1.8% 15.3% 7.2% 22.5% 77.5% 100.0%
238210 2.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.5% 3.4% 4.3% 7.7% 92.3% 100.0%
238220 1.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 1.7% 2.7% 4.4% 95.6% 100.0%
238290 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 2.3% 5.6% 7.9% 92.1% 100.0%
238310 1.4% 1.4% 0.2% 0.6% 3.5% 3.7% 7.3% 92.7% 100.0%
238320 1.5% 0.7% 0.1% 0.1% 2.4% 2.4% 4.8% 95.2% 100.0%
238330 2.7% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 3.3% 4.6% 7.9% 92.1% 100.0%
238340 0.7% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 1.7% 3.2% 4.9% 95.1% 100.0%
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Black Hispanic  Asian Arl\rlmaetrii‘t’: ‘:m
238350 0.9% 0.6% 0.2% 0.3% 2.0% 2.7% 4.7% 95.3% 100.0%
238390 1.2% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 96.0% 100.0%
238910 5.4% 0.4% 0.4% 1.4% 7.6% 11.4% 19.0% 81.0% 100.0%
238990 1.5% 0.8% 0.1% 0.2% 2.6% 3.3% 5.9% 94.1% 100.0%
423720 2.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 3.1% 9.7% 12.7% 87.3% 100.0%
423810 2.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 5.3% 8.3% 91.7% 100.0%
423830 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.6% 4.0% 4.7% 95.3% 100.0%
444190 0.6% 0.7% 0.1% 0.2% 1.6% 5.9% 7.5% 92.5% 100.0%
484110 4.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 4.7% 3.1% 1.7% 92.3% 100.0%
484220 33.0% 3.3% 0.9% 1.2% 38.3% 13.0% 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
532412 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.5% 8.7% 10.2% 89.8% 100.0%

3.3% 3.4%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data; Hoovers; CHA Master Directory

Table E-4: Construction - Distribution of the City Spending by NAICS Code (the Weights)

WEIGHT (Pct

NAICS NAICS Code Description Share of Total

Sector Dollars)
236115 New Single-Family Housing Construction (except For-Sale Builders) 0.01%
236210 Industrial Building Construction 5.71%
236220 Commercial and Institutional Building Construction 5.48%
237110 Water and Sewer Line and Related Structures Construction 24.27%
237120 Oil and Gas Pipeline and Related Structures Construction 0.14%
237130 Power and Communication Line and Related Structures Construction 0.00%
237310 Highway, Street, and Bridge Construction 32.64%
237990 Other Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction 8.43%
238110 Poured Concrete Foundation and Structure Contractors 3.09%
238120 Structural Steel and Precast Concrete Contractors 0.76%
238130 Framing Contractors 0.03%
238140 Masonry Contractors 0.20%
238150 Glass and Glazing Contractors 0.14%
238160 Roofing Contractors 0.14%
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WEIGHT (Pct
NAICS Code Description Share of Total
Sector Dollars)
238170 Siding Contractors 0.00%
238190 Other Foundation, Structure, and Building Exterior Contractors 0.21%
238210 Electrical Contractors and Other Wiring Installation Contractors 4.57%
238220 Plumbing, Heating, and Air-Conditioning Contractors 1.89%
238290 Other Building Equipment Contractors 1.30%
238310 Drywall and Insulation Contractors 0.05%
238320 Painting and Wall Covering Contractors 0.12%
238330 Flooring Contractors 0.11%
238340 Tile and Terrazzo Contractors 0.03%
238350 Finish Carpentry Contractors 0.03%
238390 Other Building Finishing Contractors 0.28%
238910 Site Preparation Contractors 5.65%
238990 All Other Specialty Trade Contractors 1.14%
423720 nté:z?]gﬁte\l/r\l/ﬂg:ggzgfquipment and Supplies (Hydronics) 0.25%
423810 Construction and Mining (except Oil Well) Machinery and Equipment 0.02%
Merchant Wholesalers
423830 Industrial Machinery and Equipment Merchant Wholesalers 0.52%
444190 Other Building Material Dealers 0.29%
484110 General Freight Trucking, Local 0.04%
484220 Specialized Freight (except Used Goods) Trucking, Local 2.40%
530412 gr(:gsl-tégsitri](;n, Mining, and Forestry Machinery and Equipment Rental 0.06%
236115 New Single-Family Housing Construction (except For-Sale Builders) 0.01%
236210 Industrial Building Construction 5.71%
236220 Commercial and Institutional Building Construction 5.48%
237110 Water and Sewer Line and Related Structures Construction 24.27%
237120 Oil and Gas Pipeline and Related Structures Construction 0.14%
237130 Power and Communication Line and Related Structures Construction 0.00%
237310 Highway, Street, and Bridge Construction 32.64%
237990 Other Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction 8.43%
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WEIGHT (Pct
NAICS Code Description Share of Total
Sector Dollars)
238110 Poured Concrete Foundation and Structure Contractors 3.09%
238120 Structural Steel and Precast Concrete Contractors 0.76%
238130 Framing Contractors 0.03%
238140 Masonry Contractors 0.20%
238150 Glass and Glazing Contractors 0.14%
238160 Roofing Contractors 0.14%
238170 Siding Contractors 0.00%
238190 Other Foundation, Structure, and Building Exterior Contractors 0.21%
238210 Electrical Contractors and Other Wiring Installation Contractors 4.57%
238220 Plumbing, Heating, and Air-Conditioning Contractors 1.89%
238290 Other Building Equipment Contractors 1.30%
238310 Drywall and Insulation Contractors 0.05%
238320 Painting and Wall Covering Contractors 0.12%
238330 Flooring Contractors 0.11%
238340 Tile and Terrazzo Contractors 0.03%
238350 Finish Carpentry Contractors 0.03%
238390 Other Building Finishing Contractors 0.28%
238910 Site Preparation Contractors 5.65%
238990 All Other Specialty Trade Contractors 1.14%
423720 Plumbing and Heating Equipment and Supplies (Hydronics) 0.25%
Merchant Wholesalers
423810 Eﬂo;rsctr:;ﬁ:ischa;r:gsg/:gisng (except Oil Well) Machinery and Equipment 0.02%
423830 Industrial Machinery and Equipment Merchant Wholesalers 0.52%
444190 Other Building Material Dealers 0.29%
484110 General Freight Trucking, Local 0.04%
484220 Specialized Freight (except Used Goods) Trucking, Local 2.40%
530412 Zr?gs'_t;;;tri](;n, Mining, and Forestry Machinery and Equipment Rental 0.06%

TOTAL 100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

270 © 2022 Colette Holt & Associates, All Rights Reserved.



City of Charlotte Disparity Study 2022

Table E-5: Construction - Aggregated Weighted Availability for the City Contracts

Native White

Non-
American e Women

M/WBE
4.6% 1.3% 0.4% 1.0% 7.2% 8.7% 15.9% 84.1% 100.0%

M/WBE

Black Hispanic Asian

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data; Hoovers; CHA Master Directory

Table E-6: Construction - Disparity Ratios by Demographic Group

Native White
American s Woman M/WBE

Black Hispanic Asian

Disparity

Ratio 56.6%" 107.9% | 587.4% 161.4% 107.6% 91.4% 98.8% 100.2%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data
¥ Indicates substantive significance
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2. Professional Services

Table E-7: Professional Services - Distribution of Contract Dollars by Race and Gender (total dollars)

¢20C AP MHECSIQ SHOMEUS §0 A4

NAICS Black Hispanic Asian Native American MBE White Women M/WBE Non-M/WBE

531210 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $255,386 $255,386
531320 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,450 $9,450 $367,169 $376,619
541110 $101,204 $0 $0 $0 $101,204 $0 $101,204 $361,024 $462,228
541211 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $23,502 $23,502
541310 $209,920 | $320,904 $0 $0 $530,824 $0 $530,824 $4,766,305 $5,297,129
541320 $26,685 $0 $0 $0 $26,685 $0 $26,685 $3,343,663 $3,370,347
541330 $467,788 | $48,140 $41,748 $541,301 | $1,098,977 $376,644 | $1,475,621 | $69,864,399 | $71,340,020
541350 $300,685 $0 $0 $0 $300,685 $0 $300,685 $321,517 $622,202
541370 $0 | $15,728 $34,350 $0 $50,078 $2,184,023 | $2,234,101 $3,540,553 $5,774,653
541380 $601,193 $0 $0 $0 $601,193 $83,767 $684,960 $4,388,527 $5,073,487
541420 $18,300 $0 $0 $0 $18,300 $0 $18,300 $0 $18,300
541430 $0 $0 $24,645 $0 $24,645 $202,175 $226,820 $0 $226,820
541490 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,258 $8,258 $0 $8,258
541511 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $735,511 $735,511
541512 $0 | $46,300 $0 $0 $46,300 $50,000 $96,300 $57,664 $153,964
541519 $0 $0 | $5,970,614 $0 | $5,970,614 $0 | $5,970,614 $0 $5,970,614
541620 $0 | $108,826 $0 $0 $108,826 $175,680 $284,506 $2,632,544 $2,917,050
541690 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,000 $6,000 $11,810 $17,810
541990 $159,130 $5,033 $0 $0 $164,163 $49,818 $213,981 $601,600 $815,581

Total

$1,884,905

$544,931

$6,071,358

$541,301

$9,042,495

$3,145,814

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

$12,188,309

$91,271,172

$103,459,480
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Table E-8: Professional Services - Distribution of Contract Dollars by Race and Gender

(share of total dollars)

Hispanic  Asian A:aetrii“': gn MBE
531210 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
531320 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 2.5% 97.5% 100.0%
541110 21.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 21.9% 0.0% 21.9% 78.1% 100.0%
541211 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
541310 4.0% 6.1% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 90.0% 100.0%
541320 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.8% 99.2% 100.0%
541330 0.7% 0.1% 0.1% 0.8% 1.5% 0.5% 2.1% 97.9% 100.0%
541350 48.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 48.3% 0.0% 48.3% 51.7% 100.0%
541370 0.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.9% 39.3% 40.2% 59.8% 100.0%
541380 11.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.8% 1.7% 13.5% 86.5% 100.0%
541420 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
541430 0.0% 0.0% 10.9% 0.0% 10.9% 89.1% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
541490 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
541511 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
541512 0.0% 30.1% 0.0% 0.0% 30.1% 32.5% 62.5% 37.5% 100.0%
541519 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
541620 0.0% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 6.0% 9.8% 90.2% 100.0%
541690 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.7% 33.7% 66.3% 100.0%
541990 19.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 20.1% 6.1% 26.2% 73.8% 100.0%

Total

8.7%

3.0%

11.8%

100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

Table E-9: Professional Services - Unweighted M/WBE Availability for the City Contracts

NAICS Black Hispanic  Asian A:\aetrii‘é in

531210 0.7% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.8% 4.8% 5.6% 94.4% 100.0%

531320 1.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 9.2% 10.3% 89.7% 100.0%

541110 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 5.5% 6.2% 93.8% 100.0%

541211 0.9% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 1.1% 9.7% 10.8% 89.2% 100.0%
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Black Hispanic  Asian Arl\rlmaetrii‘t’: ‘:m
541310 2.1% 1.7% 0.6% 0.2% 4.6% 7.1% 11.7% 88.3% 100.0%
541320 1.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 1.6% 2.8% 4.4% 95.6% 100.0%
541330 3.6% 1.2% 1.2% 0.9% 6.8% 5.6% 12.4% 87.6% 100.0%
541350 2.8% 0.6% 0.4% 0.4% 4.1% 3.1% 7.2% 92.8% 100.0%
541370 1.2% 0.9% 1.2% 0.7% 4.1% 5.0% 9.1% 90.9% 100.0%
541380 1.1% 0.2% 0.6% 0.6% 2.5% 4.9% 7.4% 92.6% 100.0%
541420 6.8% 1.7% 0.0% 1.7% 10.2% 20.3% 30.5% 69.5% 100.0%
541430 2.8% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 3.4% 14.9% 18.3% 81.7% 100.0%
541490 10.8% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 11.7% 24.3% 36.0% 64.0% 100.0%
541511 2.6% 0.3% 1.8% 0.3% 5.0% 4.0% 8.9% 91.1% 100.0%
541512 4.6% 0.7% 2.1% 0.6% 7.9% 5.9% 13.8% 86.2% 100.0%
541519 15.1% 1.1% 2.2% 1.7% 20.1% 5.0% 25.1% 74.9% 100.0%
541620 2.3% 0.5% 2.5% 0.7% 5.9% 11.5% 17.4% 82.6% 100.0%
541690 4.7% 1.4% 1.8% 0.3% 8.1% 9.1% 17.2% 82.8% 100.0%
541990 1.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 1.4% 4.6% 6.0% 94.0% 100.0%

5.4%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data; Hoovers; CHA Master Directory

Table E-10: Professional Services - Distribution of the City Spending by NAICS Code (the
Weights)

NAICS

NAICS Code Description

WEIGHT (Pct
Share of Total

Sector Dollars)

531210 Offices of Real Estate Agents and Brokers 0.2%
531320 Offices of Real Estate Appraisers 0.4%
541110 Offices of Lawyers 0.4%
541211 Offices of Certified Public Accountants 0.02%
541310 Architectural Services 5.1%
541320 Landscape Architectural Services 3.3%
541330 Engineering Services 69.0%
541350 Building Inspection Services 0.6%
541370 Surveying and Mapping (except Geophysical) Services 5.6%
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WEIGHT (Pct

NAICS Code Description Share of Total

Sector Dollars)
541380 Testing Laboratories 4.9%
541420 Industrial Design Services 0.02%
541430 Graphic Design Services 0.2%
541490 Other Specialized Design Services 0.0%
541511 Custom Computer Programming Services 0.7%
541512 Computer Systems Design Services 0.1%
541519 Other Computer Related Services 5.8%
541620 Environmental Consulting Services 2.8%
541690 Other Scientific and Technical Consulting Services 0.02%
541990 All Other Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 0.8%

TOTAL 100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

Table E-11: Professional Services - Aggregated Weighted Availability for the City Contracts

\[o]
M/WBE

3.7% 1.1% 1.2% 0.8% 6.8% 5.7% 12.4% 87.6% 100.0%

Native MBE White M/WBE

A Total
American Women

Black Hispanic Asian

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data; Hoovers; CHA Master Directory

Table E-12: Professional Services - Disparity Ratios by Demographic Group

Non-
M/WBE

Native White
American Ll Woman

M/WBE

Black Hispanic Asian

Disparity

Ratio 48.6%F | 50.1%% | 504.7% 65.6%F 129.3% | 53.6%F 94.7% | 100.7%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data
¥ Indicates substantive significance
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3. Services

Table E-13: Services - Distribution of Contract Dollars by Race and Gender (total dollars)

Native

‘paniasay S1yB1Y ||y ‘S2I0I20SSY %9 IJOH a113]0D ZZ0Z @

¢20C AP MHECSIQ SHOMEUS §0 A4

Black Hispanic Asian American M/WBE Non-M/WBE
481219 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $63,472,480 $63,472,480
488119 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $715,505 $715,505
488410 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $68,632 $68,632
488490 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,794 $4,794 $454,014 $458,808
512191 $10,100 $0 $0 $0 $10,100 $0 $10,100 $0 $10,100
517311 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $562 $562 $0 $562
517911 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $430,990 $430,990
518210 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,156 $15,156 $0 $15,156
524114 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $135,294,000 | $135,294,000
541611 | $430,569 $0 $0 $0 $430,569 $42,098 $472,667 $3,881,234 $4,353,900
541612 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $158,768 $158,768 $0 $158,768
541613 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $94,472 $94,472 $147,782 $242,254
541614 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $49,623 $49,623
541618 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,800 $2,800
541810 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $207,755 $207,755 $0 $207,755
541820 $34,800 $0 $0 $0 $34,800 | $316,372 $351,172 $740,196 $1,091,368
541840 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $54,575 $54,575
541910 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,000 $95,000
541921 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,877 $1,877
541922 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,123 $6,123
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Y24

NAICS Black Hispanic  Asian Ar':"aet:i‘é‘:m M/WBE  Non-M/WBE

561110 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $83,650 $83,650 $909,104 $992,754
561311 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $130,500 $130,500
561320 $11,313 $0 $0 $0 $11,313 $49,500 $60,813 $31,511 $92,324
561330 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0|  $70,057 $70,057 $49,516 $119,573
561421 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $143,671 $143,671
561440 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,128 $3,128
561612 $38,564 $0 $0 $0 $38,564 $225,600 $264,164 $2,356,466 $2,620,630
561621 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,490,833 $1,490,833
561710 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $306,426 $306,426
561720 | $399,811 $0 $0 $0 | $399,811 | $946,735 | $1,346,546 $4,675 $1,351,222
561730 | $2,455,677 | $106,731 $0 | $620,428 | $3,182,835 | $3,560,105 | $6,742,940 | $5,018,312 | $11,761,252
561790 | $1,584,261 $0 $0 $0 | $1,584,261 $0 | $1,584,261 $0 $1,584,261
561920 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $122,101 $122,101
561990 | $1,618,196 $0 $40,728 $1,550 | $1,660,473 $206,401 | $1,866,874 $1,103,762 $2,970,637
562111 $37,921 $0 $0 | $90,359 $128,280 $30,840 $159,120 $210,724 $369,845
562112 $346,000 $0 $0 $0 $346,000 $2,203 $348,203 $0 $348,203
562212 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $209,762 $209,762
562910 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $178,710 | $178,710 | $2,071,516 $2,250,226
562991 | $386,934 $0 $0 $0 |  $386,934 $0|  $386,934 $174 $387,108
562998 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,950,000 $4,950,000
611430 $125,736 $0 $0 $0 $125,736 $73,800 $199,536 $60,000 $259,536
621910 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 |  $1,944,899 $1,944,899
722320 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $100,909 $100,909

720¢ ApMis Ajiiedsiq aHo[Hey) JO A
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Native

NAICS Black Hispanic Asian American M/WBE Non-M/WBE Total

811111 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,727,487 $1,727,487
811121 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $442,000 $442,000
811192 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $247,679 $247,679
811213 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $775,577 $775,577
811310 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,852,870 $4,852,870

Total

$7,479,881

$106,731

$40,728

$712,336

$8,339,676
Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

$6,267,578

$14,607,254

$234,678,433

$249,285,687
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Table E-14: Services - Distribution of Contract Dollars by Race and Gender
(share of total dollars)

Black  Hispanic  Asian A:aetrii‘cl:g n
481219 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
488119 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
488410 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
488490 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 1.0% 99.0% 100.0%
512191 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
517311 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
517911 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
518210 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
524114 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
541611 9.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.9% 1.0% 10.9% 89.1% 100.0%
541612 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
541613 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 39.0% 39.0% 61.0% 100.0%
541614 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
541618 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
541810 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
541820 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 29.0% 32.2% 67.8% 100.0%
541840 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
541910 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
541921 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
541922 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
561110 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.4% 8.4% 91.6% 100.0%
561311 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
561320 12.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.3% 53.6% 65.9% 34.1% 100.0%
561330 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 58.6% 58.6% 41.4% 100.0%
561421 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
561440 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
561612 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 8.6% 10.1% 89.9% 100.0%
561621 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
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Black Hispanic  Asian Arl\rlmaetrii‘t’: ‘:m
561710 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
561720 29.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29.6% 70.1% 99.7% 0.3% 100.0%
561730 20.9% 0.9% 0.0% 5.3% 27.1% 30.3% 57.3% 42.7% 100.0%
561790 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
561920 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
561990 54.5% 0.0% 1.4% 0.1% 55.9% 6.9% 62.8% 37.2% 100.0%
562111 10.3% 0.0% 0.0% 24.4% 34.7% 8.3% 43.0% 57.0% 100.0%
562112 99.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 99.4% 0.6% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
562212 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
562910 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.9% 7.9% 92.1% 100.0%
562991 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
562998 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
611430 48.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 48.4% 28.4% 76.9% 23.1% 100.0%
621910 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
722320 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
811111 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
811121 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
811192 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
811213 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
811310 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

Table E-15: Services - Unweighted M/WBE Availability for the City Contracts

Black Hispanic  Asian A:aet:i‘:: (:m
481219 9.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.4% 1.2% 10.6% 89.4% 100.0%
488119 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.8% 1.1% 98.9% 100.0%
488410 1.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 3.7% 4.7% 95.3% 100.0%
488490 13.3% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 14.2% 10.8% 25.0% 75.0% 100.0%
512191 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.9% 4.2% 6.0% 94.0% 100.0%
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Black Hispanic  Asian Ar|\|l1aetrii‘t’: Zn
517311 0.8% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 2.0% 5.2% 7.2% 92.8% 100.0%
517911 1.0% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0% 3.1% 5.1% 94.9% 100.0%
518210 2.3% 0.4% 0.7% 0.7% 4.2% 8.4% 12.6% 87.4% 100.0%
524114 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7% 7.3% 7.9% 92.1% 100.0%
541611 5.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 6.2% 7.7% 13.9% 86.1% 100.0%
541612 10.5% 1.3% 0.6% 0.4% 12.8% 17.2% 30.0% 70.0% 100.0%
541613 2.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 2.6% 4.4% 7.0% 93.0% 100.0%
541614 17.7% 0.4% 1.6% 0.4% 20.1% 10.0% 30.1% 69.9% 100.0%
541618 2.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 2.6% 3.7% 6.3% 93.7% 100.0%
541810 2.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 2.8% 14.6% 17.4% 82.6% 100.0%
541820 4.3% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9% 12.9% 17.8% 82.2% 100.0%
541840 8.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 9.0% 7.2% 16.2% 83.8% 100.0%
541910 4.7% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 5.1% 10.3% 15.3% 84.7% 100.0%
541921 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 5.9% 6.4% 93.6% 100.0%
541922 1.8% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 2.5% 6.4% 8.9% 91.1% 100.0%
561110 1.5% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 1.9% 2.2% 4.1% 95.9% 100.0%
561311 4.2% 0.5% 0.7% 0.3% 5.7% 6.8% 12.5% 87.5% 100.0%
561320 3.7% 0.0% 0.9% 0.4% 5.1% 11.5% 16.5% 83.5% 100.0%
561330 21.1% 0.0% 5.3% 0.0% 26.3% 10.5% 36.8% 63.2% 100.0%
561421 1.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 6.2% 8.1% 91.9% 100.0%
561440 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 3.5% 6.4% 93.6% 100.0%
561612 6.1% 0.2% 0.4% 0.6% 7.3% 4.2% 11.5% 88.5% 100.0%
561621 3.1% 0.4% 0.6% 0.4% 4.6% 3.6% 8.2% 91.8% 100.0%
561710 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.1% 0.9% 3.7% 4.6% 95.4% 100.0%
561720 7.0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.1% 7.8% 7.8% 15.6% 84.4% 100.0%
561730 2.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 2.6% 2.9% 5.5% 94.5% 100.0%
561790 3.1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 3.5% 4.2% 7.7% 92.3% 100.0%
561920 6.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.6% 13.2% 19.7% 80.3% 100.0%
561990 2.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 3.3% 4.1% 7.4% 92.6% 100.0%
562111 14.8% 1.9% 0.0% 1.9% 18.5% 3.7% 22.2% 77.8% 100.0%
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Native

NAICS Black Hispanic  Asian American MBE

562112 35.7% 0.0% 7.1% 21.4% 64.3% 7.1% 71.4% 28.6% 100.0%
562212 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 2.8% 3.4% 96.6% 100.0%
562910 8.3% 1.7% 1.7% 3.3% 14.9% 10.7% 25.6% 74.4% 100.0%
562991 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 1.5% 5.2% 6.7% 93.3% 100.0%
562998 2.5% 0.0% 2.5% 5.0% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 80.0% 100.0%
611430 38.2% 10.9% 0.0% 0.0% 49.1% 23.6% 72.7% 27.3% 100.0%
621910 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.1% 3.7% 7.7% 92.3% 100.0%
722320 3.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 8.9% 12.2% 87.8% 100.0%
811111 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.6% 2.0% 98.0% 100.0%
811121 0.5% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.8% 2.5% 3.3% 96.7% 100.0%
811192 1.9% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 1.8% 3.8% 96.2% 100.0%
811213 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 6.7% 8.0% 92.0% 100.0%
811310 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 0.1% 0.9% 3.0% 3.9% 96.1% 100.0%

Total 2.6% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 3.2% 4.4% 7.6% 92.4% 100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data; Hoovers;, CHA Master Directory

Table E-16: Services - Distribution of the City Spending by NAICS Code (the Weights)

WEIGHT (Pct

NAICS Code Description Share of Total

Sector Dollars)
481219 Other Nonscheduled Air Transportation 25.5%
488119 Other Airport Operations 0.3%
488410 Motor Vehicle Towing 0.03%
488490 Other Support Activities for Road Transportation 0.2%
512191 Teleproduction and Other Postproduction Services 0.00%
517311 Wired Telecommunications Carriers 0.00%
517911 Telecommunications Resellers 0.2%
518210 Data Processing, Hosting, and Related Services 0.01%
524114 Direct Health and Medical Insurance Carriers 54.3%
541611 ,SAsrrciTéztrative Management and General Management Consulting 1.7%
541612 Human Resources Consulting Services 0.1%
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WEIGHT (Pct

NAICS Code Description Share of Total

Sector Dollars)

541613 Marketing Consulting Services 0.1%
541614 Process, Physical Distribution, and Logistics Consulting Services 0.02%
541618 Other Management Consulting Services 0.001%
541810 Advertising Agencies 0.1%
541820 Public Relations Agencies 0.4%
541840 Media Representatives 0.02%
541910 Marketing Research and Public Opinion Polling 0.04%
541921 Photography Studios, Portrait 0.001%
541922 Commercial Photography 0.002%
561110 Office Administrative Services 0.4%
561311 Employment Placement Agencies 0.1%
561320 Temporary Help Services 0.04%
561330 Professional Employer Organizations 0.05%
561421 Telephone Answering Services 0.1%
561440 Collection Agencies 0.001%
561612 Security Guards and Patrol Services 1.1%
561621 Security Systems Services (except Locksmiths) 0.6%
561710 Exterminating and Pest Control Services 0.1%
561720 Janitorial Services 0.5%
561730 Landscaping Services 4.7%
561790 Other Services to Buildings and Dwellings 0.6%
561920 Convention and Trade Show Organizers 0.05%
561990 All Other Support Services 1.2%
562111 Solid Waste Collection 0.1%
562112 Hazardous Waste Collection 0.1%
562212 Solid Waste Landfill 0.1%
562910 Remediation Services 0.9%
562991 Septic Tank and Related Services 0.2%
562998 All Other Miscellaneous Waste Management Services 2.0%
611430 Professional and Management Development Training 0.1%

© 2022 Colette Holt & Associates, All Rights Reserved.
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WEIGHT (Pct
NAICS Code Description Share of Total
Sector Dollars)
621910 Ambulance Services 0.8%
722320 Caterers 0.04%
811111 General Automotive Repair 0.7%
811121 Automotive Body, Paint, and Interior Repair and Maintenance 0.2%
811192 Car Washes 0.1%
811213 Communication Equipment Repair and Maintenance 0.3%
811310 Commercial and Industrial Machinery and Equipment (except 1.9%
Automotive and Electronic) Repair and Maintenance '

TOTAL 100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

Table E-17: Services - Aggregated Weighted Availability for the City Contracts

Native MBE White Non-
American Women M/WBE

3.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.6% 3.9% 5.3% 9.2% 90.8% 100.0%

M/WBE

Black Hispanic Asian

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data; Hoovers; CHA Master Directory

Table E-18: Services - Disparity Ratios by Demographic Group

Native White Non-
American Ll Woman M/WBE M/WBE

Black Hispanic Asian

Disparity

Ratio 96.1% | 53.2%% | 15.4%F | 51.3%" 86.5% | 471% | 63.7%F | 103.7%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data
¥ Indicates substantive significance
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4. Goods

Table E-19: Goods - Distribution of Contract Dollars by Race and Gender (total dollars)

Native

NAICS Black Hispanic Asian American M/WBE Non-M/WBE

315210 $0.0 $0.0 | $228,843.0 $0.0 | $228,843.0 $0.0 | $228,843.0 $0.0 $228,843.0
323111 $0.0 $0.0 $198.0 $0.0 $198.0 $0.0 $198.0 $604,493.0 $604,692.0
335910 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $181,095.0 $181,095.0
336350 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $376,048.0 $376,048.0
423110 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $8,128,559.0 $8,128,559.0
423120 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 | $11,136,529.0 | $11,136,529.0
423210 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $52,913.0 $52,913.0
423320 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $1,129,877.0 $1,129,877.0
423390 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $121,986.0 $121,986.0
423440 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $2,963.0 $2,963.0 $30,242.0 $33,206.0
423450 $0.0 $0.0 | $99,000.0 $0.0 | $99,000.0 $0.0 $99,000.0 $169,606.0 $268,606.0
423510 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $1,839,053.0 $1,839,053.0
423610 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $402,510.0 | $402,510.0 $485,773.0 $888,283.0
423690 | $34,199.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 | $34,199.0 $343,032.0 | $377,231.0 $0.0 $377,232.0
423730 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $60,290.0 $60,290.0
423850 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $721,452.0 $721,452.0
423910 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $287,982.0 $287,982.0
423990 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $13,167.0 $13,167.0 $608,121.0 $621,288.0
424130 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $507,685.0 $507,685.0
424210 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $63,422.0 $63,422.0
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NAICS Black  Hispanic  Asian Amt:i“’;n M/WBE Non-M/WBE Total

424320 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $58,487.0 $58,487.0
424330 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $213,474.0 $213,474.0
424590 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $266,200.0 $266,200.0
424690 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $70,357.0 |  $70,357.0 $104,563.0 $174,920.0
424710 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 | $4,306,610.0 | $4,306,610.0
424720 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $121,594.0 $121,594.0
424910 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $263,278.0 $263,278.0
424990 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $59,258.0 $59,258.0
441110 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $600,000.0 $600,000.0 | $16,382,622.0 | $16,982,622.0
441228 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 | $2,829,481.0 | $2,829,481.0
441310 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $600,000.0 $600,000.0
444130 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $95,000.0 $95,000.0
446110 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 | $61,545,836.0 | $61,545,836.0
512110 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $10,240.0 $10,240.0 $106,551.0 $116,791.0
532112 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $123,102.0 $123,102.0
532310 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $26,513.0 $26,513.0

Total

$34,199.0

$0.0 $328,041.0

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

$0.0 $362,240.0

$1,442,270.0

$1,804,510.0

$113,607,696.0

$115,412,206.0
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Table E-20: Goods - Distribution of Contract Dollars by Race and Gender
(share of total dollars)

Native

Black Hispanic  Asian American MBE
315210 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
323111 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
335910 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
336350 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423110 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423120 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423210 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423320 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423390 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423440 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.9% 8.9% 91.1% 100.0%
423450 0.0% 0.0% 36.9% 0.0% 36.9% 0.0% 36.9% 63.1% 100.0%
423510 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423610 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 45.3% 45.3% 54.7% 100.0%
423690 9.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.1% 90.9% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
423730 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423850 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423910 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423990 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.1% 2.1% 97.9% 100.0%
424130 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
424210 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
424320 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
424330 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
424590 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
424690 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 40.2% 40.2% 59.8% 100.0%
424710 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
424720 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
424910 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
424990 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
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NAICS Black Hispanic  Asian Arl\rlmaetrii‘t’: ‘:m

441110 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.5% 3.5% 96.5% 100.0%
441228 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
441310 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
444130 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
446110 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
512110 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.8% 8.8% 91.2% 100.0%
532112 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
532310 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 1.2% 1.6% 98.4% 100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

Table E-21: Goods - Unweighted M/WBE Availability for the City Contracts

NAICS Black Hispanic  Asian Ar|:|1aetrii‘<,: (:m

315210 0.0% 0.0% 4.8% 0.0% 4.8% 4.8% 9.5% 90.5% 100.0%
323111 1.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 2.1% 7.6% 9.7% 90.3% 100.0%
335910 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
336350 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
423110 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 2.8% 3.3% 96.7% 100.0%
423120 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.8% 3.1% 3.9% 96.1% 100.0%
423210 1.1% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 1.9% 6.2% 8.2% 91.8% 100.0%
423320 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 4.1% 4.6% 95.4% 100.0%
423390 2.9% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 3.8% 11.8% 15.5% 84.5% 100.0%
423440 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.4% 2.6% 3.0% 97.0% 100.0%
423450 3.8% 1.0% 1.3% 0.3% 6.4% 7.4% 13.8% 86.2% 100.0%
423510 0.8% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 1.3% 5.3% 6.5% 93.5% 100.0%
423610 0.9% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 1.8% 5.3% 7.1% 92.9% 100.0%
423690 1.2% 0.6% 1.0% 0.2% 3.0% 6.5% 9.5% 90.5% 100.0%
423730 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 3.6% 4.6% 95.4% 100.0%
423850 1.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 1.6% 12.1% 13.7% 86.3% 100.0%
423910 0.9% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 3.2% 4.3% 95.7% 100.0%
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NAICS Black Hispanic  Asian Arl\rlmaetrii‘t’: ‘:m

423990 0.6% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.9% 4.0% 4.9% 95.1% 100.0%
424130 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 1.6% 3.1% 4.7% 95.3% 100.0%
424210 3.7% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 4.5% 7.4% 11.9% 88.1% 100.0%
424320 1.4% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 7.2% 10.1% 89.9% 100.0%
424330 2.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 3.3% 13.7% 17.1% 82.9% 100.0%
424590 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.9% 4.7% 5.5% 94.5% 100.0%
424690 1.6% 0.4% 0.9% 0.2% 3.1% 4.0% 7.2% 92.8% 100.0%
424710 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 4.7% 5.8% 94.2% 100.0%
424720 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 5.4% 6.7% 93.3% 100.0%
424910 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 4.7% 5.1% 94.9% 100.0%
424990 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.5% 2.8% 3.2% 96.8% 100.0%
441110 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.8% 1.3% 2.2% 97.8% 100.0%
441228 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 1.3% 1.4% 98.6% 100.0%
441310 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 2.5% 2.7% 97.3% 100.0%
444130 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 5.0% 5.4% 94.6% 100.0%
446110 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.6% 2.8% 3.4% 96.6% 100.0%
512110 2.9% 0.7% 0.3% 0.3% 4.3% 7.7% 12.0% 88.0% 100.0%
532112 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.9% 5.9% 94.1% 100.0%
532310 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.7% 2.7% 97.3% 100.0%
Total 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 1.2% 3.9% 5.1% 94.9% 100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data; Hoovers;, CHA Master Directory

Table E-22: Goods - Distribution of the City Spending by NAICS Code (the Weights)

WEIGHT (Pct

NAICS NAICS Code Description Share of Total

Sector Dollars)

315210 Cut and Sew Apparel Contractors 0.2%
323111 Commercial Printing (except Screen and Books) 0.5%
335910 Battery Manufacturing 0.2%
336350 Motor Vehicle Transmission and Power Train Parts Manufacturing 0.3%
423110 Automobile and Other Motor Vehicle Merchant Wholesalers 7.0%
423120 Motor Vehicle Supplies and New Parts Merchant Wholesalers 9.6%

© 2022 Colette Holt & Associates, All Rights Reserved. 289



City of Charlotte Disparity Study 2022

NAICS Code Description

WEIGHT (Pct
Share of Total

Sector Dollars)

423210 Furniture Merchant Wholesalers 0.05%

423320 Brick, Stone, and Related Construction Material Merchant 1.0%
Wholesalers

423390 Other Construction Material Merchant Wholesalers 0.1%

423440 Other Commercial Equipment Merchant Wholesalers 0.03%

423450 Medical, Dental, and Hospital Equipment and Supplies Merchant 0.2%
Wholesalers

423510 Metal Service Centers and Other Metal Merchant Wholesalers 1.6%

423610 Elec_tncal Apparatus and Equipment, Wiring Supplies, and Related 0.8%
Equipment Merchant Wholesalers

423690 Other Electronic Parts and Equipment Merchant Wholesalers 0.3%

423730 Warm Air Heating and Air-Conditioning Equipment and Supplies 0.1%
Merchant Wholesalers

423850 Service Establishment Equipment and Supplies Merchant 0.6%
Wholesalers

423910 Sporting and Recreational Goods and Supplies Merchant 0.2%
Wholesalers

423990 Other Miscellaneous Durable Goods Merchant Wholesalers 0.5%

424130 Industrial and Personal Service Paper Merchant Wholesalers 0.4%

424210 Drugs and Druggists' Sundries Merchant Wholesalers 0.1%

424320 Men's and Boys' Clothing and Furnishings Merchant Wholesalers 0.1%

424330 Women's, Children's, and Infants' Clothing and Accessories 0.2%
Merchant Wholesalers

424590 Other Farm Product Raw Material Merchant Wholesalers 0.2%

424690 Other Chemical and Allied Products Merchant Wholesalers 0.2%

424710 Petroleum Bulk Stations and Terminals 3.7%

424720 Petroleum and Petrolel_Jm Products Merchant Wholesalers (except 0.1%
Bulk Stations and Terminals)

424910 Farm Supplies Merchant Wholesalers 0.2%

424990 Other Miscellaneous Nondurable Goods Merchant Wholesalers 0.1%

441110 New Car Dealers 14.7%

441228 Motorcycle, ATV, and All Other Motor Vehicle Dealers 2.5%
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WEIGHT (Pct

NAICS Code Description Share of Total

Sector Dollars)
441310 Automotive Parts and Accessories Stores 0.5%
444130 Hardware Stores 0.1%
446110 Pharmacies and Drug Stores 53.3%
512110 Motion Picture and Video Production 0.1%
532112 Passenger Car Leasing 0.1%
532310 General Rental Centers 0.02%

TOTAL 100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data

Table E-23: Goods - Aggregated Weighted Availability for the City Contracts

Native

American e

Black Hispanic ASE

3.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.6% 3.9% 5.3% 9.2% 90.8% 100.0%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data, Hoovers; CHA Master Directory

Table E-24: Goods - Disparity Ratios by Demographic Group

Native MBE White

Non-
American Woman M/WBE

M/WBE

Black Hispanic Asian

Disparity

Ratio 96.1% | 53.2%F | 15.4%F 51.3%" 86.5% | 47.1%F | 63.7%F | 103.7%

Source: CHA analysis of City of Charlotte data
¥ Indicates substantive significance
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